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ABSTRACT 
Patrick Pauken, Advisor 
The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework was used in this 
quantitative study to determine library administrator frame preference and what effects the 
following independent variables have on frame preference: administrator role, total years of 
administrator experience, and self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  Portions of the 
Bolman and Deal (1990) Leadership Orientation Instrument-Self (LOI-Self) were used. The 
survey was sent to 627 library administrators at 120 higher education institutions in Michigan 
and Ohio. There were 328 usable responses for a 54% response rate.  More women (68%) than 
men (32%) participated in the survey.  Most participants were White (90%).  The academic 
library administrators in this sample had a single primary frame preference for the human 
resources frame using the cut score of 32.  The upper-level administrators preferred the human 
resources frame followed by the structural, political, and symbolic frames.  The middle-level 
academic library administrators preferred the human resources frame followed by the structural, 
symbolic, and political. 
Four three-way (2x2x3) ANOVAs were conducted.  Administrator role was broken down 
by upper level-administrators (deans, directors, associate/assistant deans, associate/assistant 
directors) and middle-level administrators (chairs, coordinators, heads, managers, supervisors 
and team leaders).  Total years of administrator experience was categorized by those with fewer 
than 15 years of experience and those with 15 or more years of experience while self-perception 
of effectiveness in current position was categorized by moderate, high, and highest.  Inferential 
statistics revealed no statistical significance for any of the interaction effects.  However, self-
perception of effectiveness in current position as a main effect was statistically significant across 
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all frames.  Post hoc comparisons revealed that all levels of self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position had statistically significant mean differences for every frame except the human 
resources frame, which resulted in statistically significant mean differences between moderate 
and highest and high and highest, but not between moderate and high.  The effect sizes for the 
structural and human resources frames were low while the effect sizes for the political and 
symbolic frames were high.  This means that self-perception of effectiveness in current position 
can impact the frame score of an administrator for their least preferred political and symbolic 
frames by three to six points.  The findings of the study point to the need for academic library 
administrators to more strongly identify with behaviors associated with the political and 
symbolic frames.  The results of this study also indicate that self-perception of effectiveness 
should be further examined and considered by the profession.  
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CHAPTER I.  INTRODUCTION 
The future of academic libraries in higher education is debated heavily in the literature 
(Allen, 2015; Attis & Koproske, 2013; Bell, 2015; Hardesty, 2002; Koproske, 2011; Mathews, 
2014).  At the center of this discussion are concerns about the changing role of libraries in higher 
education, a shortage of librarians to lead libraries through this change, and the ability of those in 
library administrator positions to lead effectively under these concerning circumstances. 
Background 
There are three broad categories of libraries.  These include public libraries, school 
libraries, and academic libraries.  Public libraries are typically situated in residential 
communities and serve the information needs of the general population.  School libraries 
typically reside in k-12 educational settings and meet the curricular needs of students in that 
setting.  Academic libraries typically reside in college and university settings and serve students 
and faculty affiliated with such institutions.  Librarian administration in the latter type of library 
was the focus of this study.  In particular, the leadership orientation of the following academic 
library administrators was examined: librarians who serve in upper library administration 
positions such as deans, associate deans, and assistant deans and librarians who serve in middle-
level library administration positions such as chairs, coordinators, heads, managers, supervisors 
or team leaders.  The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework was used 
to determine the leadership orientation of academic library administrators.  The purpose of this 
study was to determine library administrator frame preference and what effects certain variables 
had on frame preference in an effort to understand if library administrators are prepared to lead 
academic libraries into the future. 
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Much has been written about the rapid pace of change in academic libraries over the 
decades.  Weiner (2003) reviewed the library literature from 1980-2003 to synthesize what was 
known in the profession about leadership characteristics of academic library administrators.  She 
credits her motivation to explore this topic to the many challenges for library administrators and 
areas of change within libraries.  Many of these areas of change summarized by Weiner (2003) 
more than a decade ago include increased costs amidst decreased budgets, new technologies, 
issues arising from the commercial scholarly publishing industry, increased pressures to secure 
funds through grants and fundraising, different customer expectations, different internal 
workflows and organizational structures from the past, greater accountability, and greater 
pressures on leaders for participative decision making.  A few years later, Von Dran (2005) 
provided a similar list of changes that library administrators grappled with such as the impact 
technology has had on libraries, increased competition for libraries, and privacy and security 
issues as a consequence of the Sept. 11th incident.  Von Dran (2005) noted that library 
administrators also must contend with the inertia that library structures present and reticence of 
employees to change.  
In more recent years, change in academic libraries has intensified.  Library leaders have 
acknowledged that patrons are going elsewhere for information, that traditional jobs in libraries 
are becoming obsolete and need to be reconstituted, and that library facilities will need to be 
transformed into spaces that put traditional print collections at risk (Koproske, 2011).  
Professional associations are reflecting upon these changes as well and have attempted to define 
the future for libraries and library leaders.  
In their 2015 environmental scan, the Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL) Research and Planning Review Committee articulated several new opportunities for 
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libraries to adapt to in response to changes in higher education.  For example, they asserted that 
as student debt rises and budgets decline, library administrators will need to change traditional 
ways of shaping library collections.  Such change includes purchasing materials on demand and 
cooperating with other institutions to share collections rather than continuing the costly 
traditional model of building comprehensive collections from institution to institution that are 
duplicative.  They have also identified new roles for libraries to adopt such as helping faculty 
with data sharing, curation, and management to comply with government grant funding 
mandates.  As for library facilities, they suggested that they be used to create collaborative 
spaces where students, faculty and librarians come together to explore cutting edge technologies 
and to digitize materials in order to create new knowledge and information instead of merely 
consuming information in traditional formats.  They also viewed academic libraries as 
instrumental in transforming scholarly publishing from a current model that is costly and 
unsustainable to one that is openly accessible and affordable.  Libraries are already helping with 
this through hosting institutional repositories and providing platforms for journal hosting and e-
textbook publishing.   
In their essays written for the 75th anniversary of ACRL, Bell, Dempsey and Fister 
(Allen, 2015) stressed how important it is for librarians and library administrators to be aware of 
the changes in higher education in order for libraries to stay relevant.  Similar to the ACRL 
Environmental Scan (2015), these highly regarded practitioners and academic library leaders also 
emphasized the need for libraries to create new and innovative spaces, to build community 
through collaboration, and to facilitate knowledge creation.  This will require the creation of new 
positions in the field and as Bell asserted, “library administrators who will capitalize on 
opportunities to get librarians integrated into every campus strategy for enrolling and retaining 
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students in a world where there are fewer students and they are no longer defined by traditional 
age, race, gender and ethnicity factors” (2015, p. 21). 
It is clear that libraries are at a critical juncture where relevance is called into question 
from within and outside the libraries (Koproske, 2011).  Change in libraries has evolved from 
small, incremental change to large scale, disruptive change that calls into question the relevance 
of libraries, especially given their high cost and limited ability to generate revenue for 
institutions of higher education.  The scale of change related to the days when libraries grappled 
with adapting to a new information format pale in comparison to the realities of today when 
libraries must examine their very identity and assume new roles while also maintaining 
traditional services.  Libraries are transitioning from their legacy role as keepers of information 
to producers and publishers of information (Allen, 2015; Mathews, 2014).  
In addition to rapid change in the academic library setting, it is anticipated that a shortage 
of librarians will create additional challenges for libraries.  Several alarms were sounded in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s.  Wilder (1999) predicted that between 2005 and 2020, slightly more 
than half of the librarians working in larger Association of Research Libraries (ARL) will retire. 
Dohm (2000), an economist for the Office of Employment Projections in the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics listed librarianship as seventh among 25 for occupations with a greater than average 
number of workers reaching the age of 45 and older from 1998 to 2008 compared to an average 
age of 39 for the other occupations on the list.  These projections suggested a retirement shortage 
for librarians much sooner than for other occupations.  Hardesty’s (2002) observation from 
analyzing a variety of job placement sources indicated that the number of library positions 
available in the 1990s was greater than the number of eligible applicants.  He asserted that this 
situation would be even more acute for library administration positions.  In her survey of the 
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literature, Weiner (2003) also pointed out that there is a shortage of librarians capable of 
providing leadership in these times of change and that managerial talent is a particularly 
troublesome area.  Weiner (2003) found evidence in the literature to suggest that the length of 
time one stays in a directorship may be shrinking as well. 
More recent analysis, of what Edge and Green (2011) termed the “graying of academic 
librarians,” does not offer much clarity as to whether librarians are, indeed, retiring as predicted. 
Marshall, Solomon and Rathbun-Grubb (2009) speculate that difficulty in accurately tracking 
these data is likely because librarianship has no formalized licensure requirement that would 
create a counting mechanism.  Though grant funding has been provided by the Institute of 
Museum and Library Services (IMLS) for several workforce studies due to the looming shortage 
of librarians as predicted, findings are inconclusive.  In 2003, Steffan and Lietzau (2009) 
administered a survey to 4,520 library employees at different types of libraries including public, 
academic, school and more.  Of the 1,159 library workers who responded, one in five were 
planning to retire within five years of the time the survey was administered.  Only one-fifth of 
those who planned to retire were thinking of postponing due to the recession.  
An examination of how the library literature addresses effectiveness suggests that trends 
in the library literature are inconsistent when it comes to articulating specific characteristics that 
make library leaders effective (Weiner, 2003).  Based on her review of the literature from 1980 
to 2003, she asserted that there is some evidence to suggest that professional development of 
library leaders may make a difference in advancement.  Trends across several studies also 
emphasized the importance of the following characteristics that influence effectiveness among 
library leadership: strong communication skills, a solid knowledge base, inclusive of others in 
decision making, sound judgment, ability to set a vision, and capacity to be a change agent.  The 
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ability to delegate managerial tasks while balancing administrator roles was deemed important in 
several studies as was the ability to employ situational leadership based on unique organizational 
needs.  While many of the studies that Weiner (2003) reviewed described characteristics of 
effective leaders, she noted that “there is a dearth of published studies or dissertations that relate 
leadership to effectiveness of library directors, their organizations, or outcomes” (p. 14).  
  Fagan (2012) conducted a more recent review of the literature published since 2005 to 
identify core theories of leadership effectiveness and to examine recent publications related to 
effectiveness in library leadership.  Her intent with this literature review was to illustrate the 
noticeable gaps in the literature and to suggest areas for future research to advance the 
understanding of effectiveness in library leadership ranks.  Based on findings from studies about 
effectiveness of deans in higher education, Fagan (2012) suggested that librarians could conduct 
empirical studies about the effectiveness of deans within the library field through the use the 
path-goal theory (House, 1971) or the leader-member exchange theory (Sparrowe & Liden, 
1997).  She also suggested that an examination of leadership styles that are supportive, social 
behavior based, or that are relationship-building might yield significant findings based on the 
existing body of studies.  Measuring the ability for library administrators to navigate among 
leadership roles given the complex work of libraries would also be meaningful.  She found that 
studies in the library literature were few and unrelated to the established leadership literature.  
Fagan (2012) categorized the studies she identified in the literature as follows: the role of 
emotional intelligence; the attitudes of presidents and provosts toward the library; how 
perceptions of effectiveness differ between Gen X librarians and library directors; evidence 
based management; and dean’s use of the ACRL Standards for Libraries in Higher Education.  
Fagan (2012) has identified gaps in the library literature in particular and recommended that 
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additional empirical studies should be conducted using established instruments that examine 
librarian leadership in the context of grounded leadership effectiveness theories.  She has also 
identified a research agenda for studying library leadership effectiveness that includes an 
emphasis on gender-related differences as well as situational differences such as the size of the 
library and whether a library is unionized or not.  She speculated that both of these situations 
could make a difference in the ability of a dean to be effective.  
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework used in this study was Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leader 
orientation framework.  This consists of four lenses, or perspectives, through which leaders 
interpret situations and accomplish goals.  The four frames they have established through 
synthesis of previous research and research of their own are structural, human resources, 
political, and symbolic.  The structural frame has roots in the disciplines of sociology and 
management science and involves behaviors where leaders set policies, adjust organizational 
charts, or focus on division of labor.  The human resources frame is grounded in psychology and 
involves behaviors where leaders tend to the needs of employees or an organization’s human 
resources.  The political frame comes from research in political science and includes behaviors 
where leaders compete for power due to scarce resources.  Stemming from the disciplines of 
social and cultural anthropology, leaders who use the symbolic frame view organizations as 
bound less by rules and more by traditions, storytelling, and symbols (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  
Based on research conducted with this framework, the structural frame is more indicative of 
behaviors associated with managers whereas the political and symbolic frames are more strongly 
associated with behaviors of leaders (Bolman & Deal, 1984, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 2003; Bolman 
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& Granell, 1999).  However, Bolman and Deal (2003) assert that “the ability to use multiple 
frames is associated with greater effectiveness for managers and leaders” (p. 16).    
There is a blossoming interest in Bolman and Deal’s leadership orientation frames (1984, 
2003) among academic librarians.  This theory has been the basis of the ACRL/Harvard 
Leadership Institute for Academic Librarians taking place annually at Harvard since 1999 (Kalin, 
2008).  Every August, the Institute accepts a new cohort of library administrators to this five-day 
intensive institute utilizing the Bolman and Deal text, Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice 
and Leadership (2003) as the basis of the curriculum.  Hundreds of academic library 
administrators have attended this institute over the years.  This framework was chosen for the 
current study because of its familiarity among at least some library administrators.  Though 
many have attended this professional development opportunity, few librarians have used this 
framework in formal research studies likely due to the fact that those familiar with this 
framework are in administrator positions and lack the time to conduct in-depth studies.  This 
professional development learning opportunity provides a solid overview of the Bolman and 
Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework but does not provide continued educational 
opportunities beyond the Institute for sustained practice of frame use. 
Purpose Statement 
There is a gap in the research that explores if library administrators are prepared to 
effectively lead libraries into the future (Fagan, 2012).  Such research endeavors need to take 
into account not only where libraries have been up to this point but where they are headed into 
the future given the rapid pace of change in libraries as noted earlier.  The Bolman and Deal 
(1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework was chosen because the structural and human 
resources frames capture the behaviors academic library administrators have needed to respond 
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to the traditional work of libraries while the political and symbolic frames capture the behaviors 
that are needed by administrators to negotiate for scarce resources and to ensure that academic 
libraries make the necessary changes to remain relevant to higher education into the future.  It 
was also chosen because Bolman and Deal (1990) have developed a two-part survey that is 
reliable and valid.  This instrument allows researchers to determine frame preferences and to 
determine self-perception of effectiveness.  This latter measure is particularly important due to 
the gap in the literature related to academic library leadership effectiveness (Fagan, 2012). 
This study used Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework to 
determine if there were differences among leadership orientation frame preferences between 
upper library administrators (deans, associate deans and assistant deans) and middle-level library 
administrators (chairs, coordinators, heads, managers, supervisors, team leaders).  These 
differences included which frames were primarily used by library administrators and if more 
than one frame was preferred by library administrators.  The study also aimed to determine if 
total years of experience in administrator positions and self-perception of effectiveness in their 
current position statistically impacted frame orientation.  This study will be among the few 
empirical research endeavors in the academic library field to use a theoretical framework in the 
investigation of academic library administrators.  The findings will provide insight into which of 
the four leadership orientation frames need to be developed in library administrators.  If more 
professional development programs based on the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership 
orientation framework were available to librarians, perhaps they would be better prepared to lead 
academic libraries through the maze of challenges they face in the 21st century.  Additionally, 
more librarians may be convinced to advance into administrator roles with such a program in 
place.  
10 
 
Research Questions 
         This study sought to answer the following research questions.  
RQ1: What is the primary leadership orientation frame of academic library administrators? 
RQ2: How many leadership orientation frames do library administrators employ? 
RQ3. Are there statistically significant differences in leadership orientation by each of the 
following variables or by the interaction between them: administrator role, total years of 
experience as an administrator, and self-perception of effectiveness in their current position? 
Significance of Study 
The research found in the library literature related to leadership primarily described the 
desirable traits and characteristics of library administrators (Chow & Rich, 2013; Hernon, 
Powell, & Young, 2001, 2002, 2003; Hernon & Rossiter, 2007; Von Dran, 2005; Young, 
Hernon, & Powell, 2006).  Few studies examined leadership through the lens of a theoretical 
framework (Fagan, 2012).  To date, few library studies used the theoretical framework utilized in 
the present study for empirical research (see May-Fleming & Douglass, 2014; Tripuraneni, 2010; 
Yi, 2013).  Descriptions of what make an effective leader are valuable.  However, the use of an 
established theoretical framework provides a consistent tool for library administrators to use and 
a way for researchers to measure effectiveness.  
Findings from this study could be utilized by the academic library profession as well as 
academic library deans and directors to shape administrator professional development in the field 
and to inform curriculum development in library science graduate programs.  There is little 
evidence in the literature that succession planning is taking place in academic libraries (Curran, 
2003; Singer & Griffith, 2010) or that library administrators are prepared to lead effectively 
(Fagan, 2012).  This, coupled with the shortage of librarians for library administrator positions, 
11 
 
suggested a troubling future for libraries at a time when strong, steady leadership is needed the 
most as libraries struggle to stay relevant in higher education.  Perhaps if a framework such as 
Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) were to become rooted in the library administrator arena, newer 
or mid-career librarians would feel empowered to try administrator roles with some tangible 
tools at their disposal.  
Design of the Study 
This was a quantitative study using a causal-comparative research design.  The study 
aimed to determine the primary leadership orientation frame of librarian administrators in select 
states around the U.S. using a portion of the Bolman and Deal (1990) leadership orientation 
instrument (LOI-Self).  In addition, three-way (2x2x3) ANOVAs were used to examine the 
variance between group means among several variables including administrator role (upper- and 
middle-level), total years of experience as a library administrator (fewer than 15 years or 15 and 
more years), and self-perception of effectiveness (moderate, high, highest) in their current 
position.  Participants in this study included librarians who held library administrator positions at 
two- and four-year institutions of higher education in Ohio and Michigan.  Participants also 
needed to have supervision responsibilities. 
Delimitations  
Several decisions were made for how this study was conducted. 
1. This study was conducted with a convenience sample and, therefore, is only 
generalizable to the population directly related to this study.  The decision to focus on 
library administrators in two states was made to keep the study manageable.  To build 
a distribution list that included library administrators in the United States was not 
feasible given time constraints.  The other option would have been to distribute the 
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survey through a professional listserve.  This would have involved the use of several 
listserves since no single one included the variety of administrators needed for this 
study.  Concerns about response rate increased with the latter method due to the fact 
that messages sent through a listserve would have been impersonal and easily 
ignored.  
2. This study utilized only a portion of the LOI-Self instrument.  Bolman and Deal 
(1990) created two surveys and intended for the LOI-Other survey to be 
simultaneously administered to peers, subordinates and supervisors of each leader 
participant who fills out the LOI-Self.  Administering only the LOI-Self captures only 
leader self-perceptions which may be biased without also gathering perceptions of 
others.  Though Bolman and Deal’s (1990) instrument is intended to be used as a two-
part instrument, there is precedence for the use of portions of the LOI-Self in other 
studies (Cantu, 1997; Guidry, 2007; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008; Tripuraneni, 
2010).  
3. Additional variables such as education level, degree attainment, years in current 
position, marital status, parental status, and ethnicity could also have an impact on 
leadership orientation.  However, the decision was made to limit the number of 
variables in order to make the study manageable.  
Definitions of Key Terms  
 There are several terms used throughout this study that must be defined in order to 
provide context and to clarify underlying assumptions.  Libraries are complex organizations with 
layered hierarchies depending on the type of library.  The key terms pertinent to this study are as 
follows: 
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Academic Library: there are many types of libraries.  Public libraries serve the general 
public in cities and communities whereas school librarians serve students in the k-12 
educational setting.  Academic libraries serve students and faculty at institutions of 
higher education. This study included library administrators at two through four year 
institutions.  
Administrator: a wide range of position titles were included in this study.  In order to 
avoid confusion, to those participating in the study and to those reading the study, the 
decision was made to use the term “administrator” to be inclusive of roles as managers 
and leaders. 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL): “a division of the American 
Library Association, ACRL is a professional association of academic librarians and other 
interested individuals. ACRL is the largest division of the American Library Association 
(ALA). ACRL currently has a membership of more than 12,000 members, accounting for 
nearly 20% of the total ALA membership” (http://www.ala.org/acrl/aboutacrl). 
Association of Research Libraries (ARL): “The Association of Research Libraries (ARL) 
is a non-profit organization of 125 research libraries at comprehensive, research 
institutions in the United States and Canada that share similar research missions, 
aspirations, and achievements” (http://www.arl.org/about#.VKrmkNEo7Dc). 
Human resources frame: “focuses on the interaction between individual and 
organizational needs. Human resource leaders value relationships and feelings and seek 
to lead through facilitation and empowerment” (Bolman & Deal, 1992a, p. 315). 
Library deans: This term refers to the person in the top administrator role within the 
academic library.  This particular title typically implies that the library reports to the 
14 
 
Provost, that the library is situated in the academic division of the campus, and that the 
library also has faculty.  At some academic libraries, especially where librarians do not 
have faculty rank, the person in this position may be referred to as the university librarian 
or the library director.  For the purposes of this study, university librarians and library 
directors were also included under the umbrella term, library dean. 
Library associate/assistant deans: This is typically the second person in line to the library 
dean.  Similarly, this person may also be referred to as associate university librarian or 
associate director.  Assistant deans and assistant directors are also included in this 
definition.   
Library unit chairs/coordinators/heads/managers/supervisors/team leaders:  Librarians 
who had oversight for a unit or library function (such as technical services, reference, or 
instruction) and had supervision of staff.    
Leadership Orientation Instrument-Self (LOI-Self):  The Leadership Orientation 
Inventory-Self is a three part survey instrument created and tested by researchers Lee G. 
Bolman and Terrence E. Deal (1990).  This survey is intended to be administered to the 
leader.  It is one of a two-part instrument.  
Leadership Orientation Instrument-Other (LOI-Other):  The Leadership Orientation 
Inventory-Other is an identical three part companion survey to the LOI-Self except that it 
is administered to the supervisor, peers and subordinates of the leader.   
Middle-level library administrator:  References to this term include library unit 
chairs/coordinators/heads/managers/supervisors/team leaders as previously defined in this 
section.  
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Political frame:  “emphasizes conflict among different groups and interest for scarce 
resources.  Political leaders are advocates and negotiators who spend much of their time 
networking, creating coalitions, building a power base, and negotiating compromises” 
(Bolman & Deal, 1992a, p. 315). 
Structural frame:  “emphasizes rationality, efficiency, structure, and policies.  Structural 
leaders value analysis of data, keep their eye on the bottom line, set clear directions, hold 
people accountable for results, and try to solve organizational problems with new policies 
and rules or through restructuring” (Bolman & Deal, 1992a, p. 314). 
Symbolic frame: “sees a chaotic world in which meaning and predictability are socially 
constructed and facts are interpretative rather than objective.  Symbolic leaders pay 
attention to myth, ritual, ceremony, stories, and other symbolic frames” (Bolman & Deal, 
1992a, p. 315). 
Upper-level library administrator: References to this term include library deans, associate 
deans, and assistant deans as previously defined in this section.  
Organization of the Study   
Chapter one provides the rationale for this study and how it contributes to the current 
body of research and literature within the academic library profession.  Chapter two is a review 
of the literature as it pertains to academic library administration, the use of the Bolman and Deal 
(1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework in higher education and academic libraries, and 
the variables used in this study.  Chapter three states the research questions, the research design, 
the sample and sampling method, instrumentation and procedures, data analysis and limitations.  
Chapter four presents the statistical analysis of the data.  Finally, chapter five is a discussion of 
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the study’s major findings in relation to the existing research, conclusions that may be inferred, 
and recommendations for future research. 
Summary 
 Academic libraries are dynamic organizations faced with significant and seemingly 
unending change brought about by technological advances, pressures from within the academy 
and from users.  This change is coming at a time when there are more library positions than 
qualified librarians across the ranks of librarianship.  Little evidence may be found in the 
literature to determine librarian administrator readiness to respond to these changes effectively. 
This study aimed to use the Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leader orientation framework to 
provide a baseline of research that describes the leadership orientation of academic library 
administrators and whether any of the identified independent variables impacted frame 
orientation. 
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CHAPTER II.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This study sought to explore the leadership orientation of upper-level academic library 
administrators including deans, associate deans and assistant deans and middle-level academic 
library administrators including chairs, coordinators, heads, managers, supervisors, and team 
leaders.  This was accomplished through the use of the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership 
orientation framework.  The purpose of this study was to determine library administrator frame 
preference and what impact certain variables had on frame preference in an effort to understand 
if library administrators are prepared to lead academic libraries into the future. 
This chapter provides a review of the literature that is related to the variables in this 
study.  A brief history of academic libraries is followed by a description of the Bolman and Deal 
(1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework and the interdisciplinary theories they assert 
shaped the framework.  The framework is further contextualized through a survey of leadership 
theories from the twentieth century in order to highlight where the Bolman and Deal (1984, 
2003) leadership orientation framework is situated among these leadership movements.  Studies 
that utilized the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) framework will be described along with studies 
that used the framework in the fields of higher education and in academic libraries.  The review 
of the literature will conclude by an examination of studies related to the independent variables 
which include library administrator roles, total years of administrator experience, and self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  The intent of this chapter is to examine and 
synthesize literature related to each of the variables in this study.  It also serves to further 
substantiate the need for the research described in this study. 
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History of Academic Libraries 
In order to understand the current tensions and demands in library administration, it is 
important to reflect on the growth of the profession and on the role of libraries within the 
academy.  The history of academic libraries in the United States closely parallels the growth of 
higher education institutions in this country.  While book publishing was still scarce in the 17th 
and 18th centuries, books were collected on the first college campuses mainly through donations.  
Collections were initially cared for by college Presidents and then eventually by tutors and 
faculty.  The earliest known full-time appointment of a college librarian was at Harvard in 1772 
(Lynch, 1998).  Book collections of the early colleges helped shape the curriculum and through 
donations of books, these collections helped transform the curriculum from a clergy-based 
curriculum to one that included other disciplines.  It was not until the mid-1800s that 
librarianship started to emerge as a profession and librarians mobilized to start setting cataloging 
standards due to increased collection sizes.  The first formal training program for librarians 
began in 1887 and they subsequently began to proliferate by the early 1920s (Lynch, 1998).  
By the early 1900s the larger institutions had full-time librarians and book collections 
continued to grow.  However, this was not the case for all academic libraries.  Many struggled 
for support from their colleges which spurred the development of advocacy groups including 
several important professional associations for college libraries and librarians that still exist 
today.  Lack of support also resulted in the establishment of the American Library Association’s 
Standards for College Libraries in 1959.  This helped to establish appropriate base-line funding 
for libraries from college budgets as well as minimum levels of staffing (Lynch, 1998).  At the 
same time, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 was passed in the United States in 
response to the Russians being the first to explore space.  This act resulted in increased funding 
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to institutions of higher education, academic libraries, and financial support for students 
attending universities thus boosting enrollments across the country (National Defense Education 
Act of 1958, 1958).  From WWII to the mid-1970s, higher education had a major growth spurt as 
did academic libraries.  During this time frame, the first official undergraduate library opened at 
Harvard in 1949 (Bobinski, 2007).  In 1956, the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) sanctioned faculty status for librarians.  As a result, at least 75% of librarians in 
academic libraries had faculty status by 1976 (Bobinski, 2007).  
By the 1970s, higher education was financially struggling due to the Vietnam War and 
the energy crisis.  This had an impact on libraries as well, but so did the initial adventure with 
technology as the first online catalogs surfaced.  This added layer of complexity to library 
management complicated the responsibilities of the role of libraries and library administrators.  
In addition to building print collections, this marked the dawn of libraries entering into the 
management of technology as early adopters.  The 1970s also marked a time in academic library 
history where women were beginning to advance into leadership roles within the profession.  
The 1980s are known in the library profession as the decade when journal subscriptions sky-
rocketed seeing annual increases in journal subscriptions as high as 50% or more.  The advances 
in the Internet marked by the 1990s certainly had an impact on academic libraries from the 
creation of new formats to contend with to serving the needs of users at a distance.  This 
evolution of academic libraries has led to the current state of libraries where library leaders must 
manage the traditional world of print books along-side all the information available 
electronically from books and journals to video, audio, and digital collections (Lynch, 1998).  
With such a rich history of change and more to come, library leaders need to be equipped with 
ways to frame situations in order to understand how to effectively respond.  This is the primary 
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reason for the exploration of library administrator use of the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) 
leadership orientation framework in the current study. 
Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientation Framework 
Bolman and Deal’s leadership orientation framework (1984, 2003) was developed as a 
tool for leaders to be able to quickly change their perspectives, or lenses, in order to view 
different situations that arise in organizations.  Like the situational leadership theories as 
described in the next section, this framework provides a mechanism for leaders to diagnosed 
situations, solve problems, or work through complex issues often associated in organizations.  
The four frames consist of the “structural frame (rules, roles, goals, policies); the human resource 
frame (needs, skills, relationships); the political frame (power, conflict, competition, 
organizational politics); and the symbolic frame (culture, meaning, metaphor, ritual, ceremony, 
stories, heroes)” (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 16).  The creation of each frame was influenced by 
the leadership research conducted in the middle to late twentieth century and from a variety of 
studies conducted by researchers in other disciplines as well.  
Structural Frame.  The structural frame is the first of the four frames established by 
Bolman and Deal and may be described as follows: 
The structural frame emphasizes rationality, efficiency, structure, and policies. Structural 
leaders value analysis of data, keep their eye on the bottom line, set clear directions, hold 
people accountable for results, and try to solve organizational problems with new policies 
and rules or through restructuring. (Bolman & Deal, 1992a, p. 314) 
This particular frame has roots in the disciplines of sociology and management science 
and involves the policies, organizational charts, and division of labor that defines an 
organization’s structure.  The works of Taylor (1911) and Weber (1947) contributed to Bolman 
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and Deal’s development of this frame.  Taylor (1911) was responsible for the development of 
what he termed “scientific management.”  A mechanical engineer by training, he was concerned 
with gaining maximum efficiencies in the workplace and helped to change the role of 
management and labor from initiative and incentives to a dynamic where management takes a 
much more significant and involved role on the workroom floor.  The former system consisted of 
workers training workers whereas the system proposed by Taylor incorporated his steps of 
scientific management which emphasizes the task at hand.  The role of manager is central to 
Taylor’s scientific method.  A manager is defined as someone who is deeply involved with the 
careful selection of the type of worker who is suitable for the work.  It is this position that is 
involved with making sure that the worker is properly motivated to accomplish the task, with 
training the worker, and with clearly defining the tasks that need to be accomplished.  The latter 
step in his method involves management observing the tasks with a scientific lens and 
establishing step by step procedures that need to be done to accomplish the task.  In this model, it 
is the management’s role to make sure that the worker never deviates from these procedures 
because they have been established by management based on careful scientific data in order to 
create maximum efficiency.  
Another influential theorist who informed Bolman and Deal’s work in the development 
of the structural frame was Weber (1947), a trained lawyer from Germany who spent most of his 
career as a university economics professor.  He described interactions between what he termed 
superiors and administrative staff (workers).  The underlying assumption in his theory is that 
administrative staff are inherently obedient to their superiors but that there are essentially three 
different types of authority that make this dynamic legitimate.  These include legal, traditional, 
and charismatic authority.  Legal authority is a structure where the person in power is the 
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authority based on position and title.  This figurehead is supported by an established 
organizational hierarchy, rules, competencies, processes, and procedures that all must be 
followed by workers without question and with the end goal of maximum efficiency (Weber, 
1947).  A superior who has traditional authority is obeyed by workers simply out of past 
practices or traditions that have been passed down over time whereas a superior who has 
charismatic authority is obeyed because workers admire the heroism of their superior (Weber, 
1947).  Weber asserted that of the three types of legitimate authority, the most gains in 
efficiencies can be gained the most from the use of legal authority. 
 Admittedly, the work of Taylor (1911) is specific to the mass production workplace 
where the work is often routine, repetitive, and consists of tasks that require many workers to 
complete a high volume of physically taxing work.  Similarly, Weber’s (1947) work focuses on 
the type of leader authority that will elicit the greatest amount of control over human beings.  
However, influences of Taylor and Weber’s works are evident in Bolman and Deal’s six 
assumptions that comprise the structural frame which are listed as follows:  
1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives. 
2. Organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through specialization 
and clear division of labor. 
3. Appropriate forms of coordination and control ensure that diverse efforts of 
individuals and units mesh. 
4. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal preferences and 
extraneous pressures. 
5. Structures must be designed to fit an organization’s circumstances (including its 
goals, technology, workforce, and environment). 
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6. Problems and performance gaps arise from structural deficiencies and can be 
remedied through analysis and restructuring. (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 45) 
Human Resources Frame.  The second frame of Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) 
leadership orientation framework is the human resources frame.  This frame “focuses on the 
interaction between individual and organizational needs.  Human resource leaders value 
relationships and feelings and seek to lead through facilitation and empowerment” (Bolman & 
Deal, 1992a, p. 315). 
 The theorists who primarily influenced Bolman and Deal’s development of the human 
resources frame were Maslow, McGregor, and Argyris (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  Psychologist 
Abraham Maslow (1954) is most notable for his hierarchy of human needs.  At the bottom of the 
hierarchy is the pursuit of physiological needs for food, water, and other necessities that make 
humans physically comfortable.  Once these have been met, Maslow suggested that humans are 
motivated to move up the hierarchy of needs to pursue safety from intrusions or attacks.  They 
progress through the model to pursue love and belonging, then esteem and worth, followed by 
self-actualization.  
McGregor (1960) was a management professor who is best known for the development 
of Theory X and Theory Y.  Both of these are a collection of assumptions based on management 
practices in industry at the time.  Theory X represents a type of management of human resources 
where employees dislike work, avoid it if possible, and lack ambition.  The only way for 
employees to be motivated to work towards organizational efforts is by threat of punishment 
(McGregor, 1960).  Theory Y, on the other hand, is the type of management where employees 
may be satisfied with work, are capable of being committed to organizational goals without 
threat of punishment, have the potential to be creative, and are able to learn (McGregor, 1960).  
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The manager in Theory X assumes little potential in employees while the manager in Theory Y 
recognizes underutilized potential in employees.  If an organization falls short of meeting its 
goals operating under Theory X, it is because the manager has a limited resource pool.  Failure 
based on Theory Y indicates a problem with management (McGregor, 1960).    
The focus of Argyris’s (1957) work, an American business theorist and professor, was on 
understanding why people behave the way they do in organizations.  From observing human 
behavior in organizations, he asserted that organizations are made up of individuals and formal 
organizations that interact to become social organizations.  Formal organizations run by 
managers have formal strategies that individuals need to follow in order to accomplish 
organizational goals.  However, he asserted that there is sometimes conflict between these 
organizational strategies and individuals and that in order for individuals to remain healthy, they 
sometimes form adaptive behaviors that are contrary to the strategic directions set by 
management for the organization as a whole.  It is at this juncture that the actions of the manager 
can either escalate or minimize the level of conflict between individuals and the organization as a 
whole (Argyris, 1957).   
The theories of Maslow (1954), McGregor (1960), and Argyris (1957) helped shift the 
focus from management’s sole concern for organizational efficiency to concern for meeting the 
needs of employees.  This is evident in the underlying assumptions of the human resources frame 
outlined as follows by Bolman and Deal: 
1. Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the reverse. 
2. People and organizations need each other.  Organizations need ideas, energy, and 
talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities.  
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3. When the fit between individual and system is poor, one or both suffer. Individuals 
are exploited or exploit the organization-or both become victims. 
4. A good fit benefits both.  Individuals find meaningful and satisfying work, and 
organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed (Bolman & Deal, 2003, 
p. 115).  
Political Frame.  The third frame in Bolman and Deal’s leadership orientation 
framework is the political frame which “emphasizes conflict among different groups and interest 
for scarce resources.  Political leaders are advocates and negotiators who spend much of their 
time networking, creating coalitions, building a power base, and negotiating compromises” 
(Bolman & Deal, 1992a, p. 315).  The central idea behind the political frame is the notion of 
coalitions as developed by political scientist James G. March and economist Richard Cyert 
(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  
Cyert and March (1963) developed the behavioral theory of the firm that describes 
decision making in organizations.  At the heart of this theory is the assertion that goals cannot be 
made up by everybody who collectively makes up an organization.  They operated under the 
assumption that an organization is made of a coalition that consists of everyone in the 
organization.  However they also acknowledged that sub-coalitions exist that are empowered to 
make decisions via forms of “side payments” that come in varied forms including authority and 
preferential treatment (Cyert & March, 1963).  Coalitions can change as members come and go 
but their main purpose is to set goals in order to solve problems.  Cyert and March (1963) 
presented a flow chart that describes the decision making process of these coalitions which 
consists of four main concepts: “quasi resolution of conflict (dividing complex conflicts into 
smaller parts and delegating to sub-coalitions to address), uncertainty avoidance (solve problems 
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as they arise rather than predict and plan for future problems that do not exist yet), problemistic 
search (finding a specific solution to a problem when a problem transpires), and organizational 
learning (adaptation of goals and rules as needed)” (p. 116). 
Cyert and March’s (1963) work of describing decision making in organizations is evident 
in the following assumptions that Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) used to develop the political 
frame: 
1. Organizations are coalitions of diverse individuals and interest groups. 
2. There are enduring differences among coalition members in values, beliefs, 
information, interests, and perceptions of reality. 
3. Most important decisions involve allocating scarce resources—who gets what. 
4. Scarce resources and enduring differences make conflict central to organizational 
dynamics and underline power as the most important asset. 
5. Goals and decisions emerge from bargaining, negotiation, and jockeying for position 
among competing stakeholders.  (2003, p. 186) 
Symbolic Frame.  The fourth frame of the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership 
orientation framework is the symbolic frame which “sees a chaotic world in which meaning and 
predictability are socially constructed and facts are interpretative rather than objective.  Symbolic 
leaders pay attention to myth, ritual, ceremony, stories, and other symbolic frames” (Bolman & 
Deal, 1992a, p. 315).  An organization’s culture is at the core of the symbolic frame, especially a 
culture as described by researcher, Geert Hofstede. 
Hofstede (1984) explored the impact of national culture on organizations.  He defined 
culture as “collective programming of the mind” (Hofstede, 1984, p. 13).  He asserted that 
employees bring with them to an organization what he terms “mental programs”.  These are 
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predictable ways that individuals behave that are heavily influenced by family in early 
childhood.  He collected a great deal of survey data in 1968 and then again in 1972 from 
employees of a multinational business organization with offices in 40 countries.  Through 
statistical analysis of data, he defined four main dimensions in which country cultures differed.  
These dimensions were labeled Power Distance (a measure of power inequality between bosses 
and subordinates), Uncertainty Avoidance (level of comfort with uncertainty), Individualism 
(emphasis on individualism versus the group), and Masculinity-Femininity (the degree to which 
men/women feel pressure for career success).  These dimensions were then used to score each 
country which enabled Hofstede to group countries into culture areas.  These findings were 
intended to be used by managers so that they may better predict predominant mental programs in 
organizations in order to minimize conflict.  Hofstede’s work with defining culture is evident in 
the following assumptions that Bolman and Deal used to develop the symbolic frame: 
1. What is most important is not what happens but what it means. 
2. Activity and meaning are loosely coupled; events have multiple meanings because 
people interpret experience differently. 
3. In the face of widespread uncertainty and ambiguity, people create symbols to resolve 
confusion, increase predictability, find direction, and anchor hope and faith. 
4. Many events and processes are more important for what is expressed than what is 
produced.  They form a cultural tapestry of secular myths, heroes and heroines, 
rituals, ceremonies, and stories that help people find purpose and passion in their 
personal and work lives. 
5. Culture is the glue that holds an organization together and unites people around 
shared values and beliefs.  (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 242). 
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The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework was clearly 
influenced by research from many different disciplines.  Their framework may also be examined 
for particular influences from the leadership literature and how it fits into leadership theory 
development over the twentieth century.    
Leadership Theories and the Bolman and Deal Framework 
A survey of leadership theory development over the twentieth century provides the 
background necessary to understand how the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) framework has 
developed alongside other leadership theories.  Attempts to understand and define leadership 
have been under way since the beginning of the twentieth century (Bass, 2008; Northouse, 2013) 
resulting in several bodies of theory as listed in Figure 1.  
Theory Who is being examined Overview 
Trait Leader-centered Innate personality 
traits/characteristics of famous 
leaders 
 
Skill Leader-centered Leadership skills can be 
learned 
 
Style Leader-centered Behavior of leaders 
 
Situational Leader & follower Leader adapts to what 
followers need 
 
Contingency Leader & situation Leader style is in response to 
situation 
 
Transformational Leader & followers Leaders inspire followers for 
the greater good 
 
 
Figure 1: Survey of Leadership Theory Development through the Twentieth Century 
Initial leadership research began with the development of trait theories.  The thinking at 
the time was that leadership personality traits were innate and could only be gleaned from the 
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careful analysis of famous leaders who were born with these leadership traits.  By the mid-1900s, 
starting with Katz (1955), leadership research began to shift toward the possibility that certain 
skills could be learned by leaders, skills such as human skills, technical skills, and conceptual 
skills.  
It is with the research related to the style, situational and contingency approaches of 
leadership that similarities with Bolman and Deal’s structural and human resources frames, in 
particular, begin to emerge (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  The studies that shaped the style leadership 
movement began with the work of Stodgill and Coons (1957) who were among the first to 
conduct research about the attitudes of subordinates towards managers in their Ohio State 
Leadership Model.  They developed two questionnaires known as the Leader Behavior 
Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) and the Supervisor Behavior Description Questionnaire 
(SBDQ).  Studies conducted with these instruments helped the researchers define two 
dimensions of leadership behavior known as consideration and initiating structure.  The former 
measures the degree to which leaders act in a supportive manner to their subordinates and the 
latter measures the degree to which leaders define and structure their role and the subordinate’s 
role in order to accomplish the organizational goal (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001).  This 
particular style theory focused on structures and roles of leaders and followers which is also 
evident in Bolman and Deal’s structural frame.  Similarly, Stodgill and Coons (1957) also 
introduced concern for people with their model which is also evident in Bolman and Deal’s 
human resources frame.  
Building upon the work of the style theories in the 1950s, situational leadership theories 
began to evolve in the sixties through the work of researchers such as Hersey and Blanchard 
(1969).  As the name suggests, leaders are expected to adjust their leadership approach based on 
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the situation at hand and based on their assessment of the emotional and skill needs of the 
subordinates.  Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) Tridimensional Leader Effectiveness Model 
consisted of three dimensions.  Similar to the Ohio State Leadership Model (Stodgill & Coons, 
1957), the first two dimensions they identified were task behavior and relationship behavior.  
The third dimension of their model came from Reddin’s (1967) 3D Management Style Theory in 
which he claimed effectiveness is possible when the leader appropriately adjusts his or her 
leadership style to situations that arise.  By the mid-1980s, Hersey (1985) further developed the 
Hersey and Blanchard Tridimensional Leader Effectiveness Model into the Situation Leadership 
Model.  In addition to a scale to identify the leadership behavior, he also incorporated a follower 
readiness scale into this model that ranged from R1 to R4 where R1 indicates a low level 
willingness to follow compared with R4 that indicates a high level of readiness to follow.  The 
addition of the readiness level was intended to assist leaders with the diagnosis of and response 
to followers in different situations.  Bolman and Deal’s emphasis on frames as a vehicle for 
leaders to behave, react, and respond to situations makes the situational theory research the most 
likely fit among the spectrum of leadership theory development. 
Other situational leadership theorists of the time included Tannenbaum-Schmidt (1957), 
House-Mitchell (1985), and Vroom-Yetten (1973), all of whom studied the task and relationship 
behavior between leaders and followers in response to situations.  In addition to these situational 
leadership theories where the leader adapts to the situation, several contingency theories were 
also developed.  Contingency theories take into account the leader’s style as well as the situation 
and aim to match the leader to the situation (Northouse, 2013).  One of the more prominent 
contingency theorists is Fred Feidler. 
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Feidler’s Contingency Theory (1964, 1967; Feidler & Garcia, 1987) is used to predict 
leadership effectiveness.  Group members or followers are asked to rate three different aspects of 
the organizational situation.  The leader-member relations scale measures the followers’ 
confidence in and loyalty to the leader as high/good or low/bad.  The task structure scale 
measures the degree to which followers feel that a task is made clear to them.  Lastly, the 
followers rate the leader’s position power which measures the degree to which they perceive the 
leader can punish or reward them.  Together, these ratings determine the perception of the 
situation by the followers.  Additionally, leaders complete a Least Preferred Coworker scale to 
determine their leadership style.  The combination of the situational assessment and the 
leadership style act as indicators of the ability of the leader to be effective (Feidler, 1987; 
Northouse, 2014).  Feidler introduced the importance of taking into account effectiveness of a 
leader.  Like Feidler, Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) attempt to gauge effectiveness through their 
two-part instrument intended to gather the leader’s self-perceptions of effectiveness as well as 
perceptions from others about the leader’s effectiveness.    
Finally, the emergence of transformational leadership theories dominated the leadership 
research of the latter twentieth century.  Leadership approaches up to this point had examined the 
transactional (Weber, 1947) interactions between leader and follower where leaders appealed to 
the self-interests of the follower as a way to motivate employees.  Transformational leadership 
(Burns, 1978) is a more complex form of interpersonal interaction where the leader brings about 
significant change through working with others to shape the values and beliefs of an organization 
as a whole.  Elements of transformational leadership theory are most evident in Bolman and 
Deal’s (1984, 2003) symbolic frame which hinges on the leader’s ability to create traditions that 
honor the values and beliefs of an organization in order to inspire change.    
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Elements of various leadership theories developed over the twentieth century are evident 
in Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework, most predominantly in the 
structural and human resources frames.  A closer examination of how the Bolman and Deal 
(1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework has shaped research, particularly in higher 
education, is warranted. 
Use of Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientation Framework 
In addition to the development of their framework in the 1980s, Bolman and Deal also 
created a two-part leadership orientation instrument in 1990 to help leaders determine their 
leadership frame orientation.  This instrument has been used in many studies mostly in the fields 
of business and education (Bensimon, 1989; Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992a, 1992b; Bolman & 
Granell, 1999; Cantu, 1997; Guidry, 2007; Kimencu, 2011; Little, 2010; Maitra, 2007; Probst, 
2011; Sypawka, 2008).  Bolman and Deal (1991, 1992a, 1992b) initiated several of these studies 
in order to validate their instrument and to determine trends in leadership orientation frame 
preference.  
For example, they conducted two similar studies using a mixed methods approach in 
1991 and 1992a.  Both studies sought to explore how leaders in different sectors used the frames 
and how many frames they used.  In the 1991 study they asked administrators from American 
school districts, Singapore school administrators, and administrators in higher education enrolled 
in a leadership program to write a written response about a critical incident that was challenging 
and raised issues of how to provide effective leadership.  An identical approach was taken in the 
1992a study with a sample of principals from an urban county in Florida and a sample of 
principals from the Republic of Singapore.  The qualitative analysis in both studies revealed that 
participants used no more than two frames.  The human resources frame was the most dominant 
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across studies but a higher percentage of those in Singapore preferred this frame than in the 
United States.  The political frame was more prevalent in the United States than in Singapore and 
more common among those in higher education than in school districts.  
The quantitative portion of Bolman and Deal’s study (1991) consisted of convenience 
samples from four groups: an international corporate sample; a sample of higher education 
administrators; a sample of school administrators from two different school districts in the US; 
and a sample of school administrators in Singapore.  Based on the mean score for each frame, the 
two American samples for school administrators and higher education administrators had higher 
scores for human resources and structural frame than for political or symbolic.  The international 
corporate group rated the lowest on symbolic and the highest for structural.  The Singapore 
group scored the highest for structural followed by symbolic.  The survey instrument also 
included two questions about effectiveness.  One rated effectiveness as a manager and one rated 
effectiveness as a leader.  Regression analysis between frame scores and the two effectiveness 
questions indicated that all four frames were significantly associated with the measures of 
effectiveness.  Managerial effectiveness, in this particular study, was most consistently 
associated with the structural fame.  Leadership effectiveness was most consistently associated 
with the symbolic and political frames.  They conclude that the ability to view situations through 
the symbolic and political frames are key predictors of effective leadership.  
In the quantitative portion of their 1992a study, data were collected from 50 principals in 
a Florida county, 90 school administrators in Beaverton, Oregon, and 274 school administrators 
from Singapore.  The same statistical tests were conducted for this sample as in the 1991 study. 
Leadership effectiveness was again strongly associated with the symbolic frame as was 
managerial effectiveness with the structural frame.  The human resources and political frames 
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were significant positive predictors of both leaders and managers in this study.  Bolman and Deal 
(1991, 1992a) asserted that findings from these mixed methods studies supported their claim that 
the ability to use multiple frames is critical to effectiveness. 
Use of the Framework in Higher Education 
The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework has been used in a 
wide range of fields (Hemingway, 2010; Mosser & Walls, 2002; Sasnett & Ross, 2007) but most 
predominantly within business and education (Achinstein & Barret, 2004; Bista & Glasman, 
1998; Bensimon, 1989; Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992a, 1992b; Bolman & Granell, 1999; Cantu, 
1997; Cheng, 1994; Goldman & Smith, 1991; Guidry, 2007; Kimencu, 2011; Little, 2010; 
Maitra, 2007; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  While many of these researchers examined 
leadership within higher education, there were few researchers who used this framework to study 
leadership orientation within academic libraries (Fleming-May & Douglass, 2014; Tripuraneni, 
2010; Yi, 2013).  The majority of studies related to higher education were conducted by doctoral 
students.  Three of these researchers, in particular, used the instrument to examine leadership at 
community colleges.  Several additional studies pertained to leadership at four-year institutions.  
Most of the following studies have utilized the Leadership Orientation Instrument (LOI) 
developed by Bolman and Deal (1990).  This instrument accompanies their framework and 
provides a way for researchers to identify frame preferences and perceptions of effectiveness.  
Depending on the researcher, scores above a certain threshold indicate a primary frame 
preference.  Through the use of a cut point, researchers have been able to identify a single frame 
preference, a paired frame preference or a multiple frame preferences.    
One of the more prominent studies conducted in higher education was done by Bensimon 
(1989) who used Bolman and Deal’s framework to conduct on-site, semi-structured interviews 
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with presidents of 32 colleges and universities.  She determined that the majority of leaders used 
one (n=13) to two frames (n=11).  Few used three frames (n=7) and only one used all four 
frames.  Community college presidents were more likely to cluster among those using a single 
frame preference.  Given the interview responses, Bensimon (1989) speculated that this was 
because decision making at community colleges is more often done centrally without the 
involvement of faculty.  Results also indicated that newer presidents were more likely to 
preference a single frame compared to presidents with more experience who espoused to use 
multiple frames.    
Sypawka (2008) and Probst (2011) used the same portion of the Bolman and Deal’s LOI-
Self instrument for their dissertation studies as utilized in the current study.  They wanted to 
determine perceived use of leadership orientation frames among various leaders in the North 
Carolina community college system.  Sypawka (2008) surveyed academic deans to determine if 
there were statistically significant differences between primary leadership orientation frame 
preferences and highest degree earned, prior years of non-educational business experience, and 
number of years serving in their current dean position.  Descriptive statistics indicated that the 
majority (64%) of deans in this sample had a master’s as their highest degree achieved.  The 
majority (58%) had less than five years of prior non-educational business experience and that 
88% of them had served in their current position as dean for 15 years or less.  A one-way 
ANOVA test revealed no statistically significant differences among the variables.  However, 
descriptive statistics indicated that the deans in this study utilized a paired frame orientation 
since their mean score was higher than a 4.0 for two of the four frames.  The human resources 
frame was their primary leadership orientation frame (M=4.3) followed by a secondary 
preference for the structural frame (M=4.1).  
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Probst (2011) expanded his study to include department chairs, deans, and chief academic 
officers.  Fifty-two percent of the sample were women and 48% were men.  Eighty-nine percent 
of the administrators in this sample had 15 or fewer years of experience in their current 
administrator position while 11% had more than 15 years in their current position.  He explored 
the relationship of leadership orientation frame preference to type of position and to participation 
in leadership development programs.  A one-way ANOVA revealed no statistical significance 
between his variables.  The primary preferred leadership orientation frame across all levels of 
leadership was the human resources frame (M=4.18) paired with the structural frame (M=4.02).  
When broken out by leadership type, the department chairs and deans followed the same pairing.  
The chief academic officer had only a single preference for the human resources frame 
(M=4.17).  
Little (2010) took her study of leadership in community colleges in a slightly different 
direction from that of Sypawka (2008) and Probst (2011) to include all members of the 
President’s cabinet within a particular state community college system.  Unlike the previous two 
studies, Little used Bolman and Deal’s (1990) LOI-Self and the LOI-Other instruments to 
conduct 360-degree study of the leaders.  Leaders were administered the LOI-Self to gather self-
perceptions of  leadership behavior, style, and effectiveness while peers, supervisors, and 
subordinates were administered the LOI-Other in order to gather additional perceptions of the 
leader’s behavior, style, and effectiveness.  Repeated Measures ANOVAs were used to test for 
differences on scores between rater groups.  Using a cut point of 32 to determine a primary 
frame, descriptive statistics in Little’s (2010) study indicated that leaders perceived themselves 
as having a paired frame preference of human resources (M=33.81) and structural (M=33.13).  
Supervisors also perceived a paired frame preference for the leader with slightly higher scores 
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for the human resources frame (M=32.13) than for the structural frame (M=32.06).  Peers 
perceived only a single primary frame (M=32.04) of structural for their leaders while 
subordinates perceived the leaders in this sample to have multiple primary frames which 
included the structural frame (M=33.89), the human resources frame (M=33.80) and the 
symbolic frame (M=32.04).   
Statistically significant differences were identified in Little’s (2010) study.  Based on the 
behavior rating scale, leaders rated themselves higher in all four frames than their supervisors; 
higher on only the structural frame but lower on the political frame than their peers; and higher 
only on the human resources frame than their subordinates.  Based on the style scale, leaders 
rated themselves higher on the human resources and symbolic frames than their supervisors and 
their peers, and higher on the structural, human resources, and symbolic frames than did their 
subordinates.  Leaders also rated themselves higher in effectiveness as a manager and leader 
when compared to their supervisor ratings.  There were no statistically significant differences 
between peers or subordinates and leader ratings for effectiveness as manager or leader.  
However, descriptive statistics for perception of effectiveness in Little’s (2010) study are 
noteworthy.  Participants were asked to reflect upon the leaders’ overall effectiveness as a 
manager and as a leader when compared to other individuals with comparable levels of 
experience and responsibility.  When compared to leader self-ratings, subordinates tended to rate 
leaders higher, peers tended to rate leaders lower, and supervisors tended to align with leader 
ratings.  Ratings by leader were two times higher than other raters combined for the top 20% of 
effectiveness as a manager and a leader.  The ratings of others and of the leader were more even 
among the next to top 20% effectiveness level.  The combined ratings of others were twice as 
high for middle 20% of effectiveness when compared with how leaders rated themselves.  There 
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were minimal differences of only one to two points between rater groups in ratings that 
determined frame preference. 
The remaining studies in this portion of the literature review focused on leadership at 
four-year institutions of higher education.  Three of the researchers examined the leadership 
styles of deans while the fourth researcher examineed leadership of women in administrative 
vice presidencies.  Each researcher used the Bolman and Deal (1990) instrument differently. 
In Cantu’s (1997) study, 385 randomly selected academic deans and 262 deans 
nominated as exceptional leaders by their vice-presidents of academic affairs completed a 
leadership questionnaire which included demographic questions and the Bolman and Deal (1990) 
LOI-Self.  The average age for both types of leaders in this sample was 54.  Both groups 
consisted of approximately 75% men and 25 % women.  Eighty-eight percent of the randomly 
selected group and 90% of the nominated group were white.  The randomly selected group had 
an average of 6.9 years of experience in their current position whereas the nominated deans had 
an average of 7.4 years of experience.  Both groups perceived that the human resources frame 
was their primary frame.  However, the political frame was used significantly more by the 
nominated leaders.  Independent t-tests and factorial ANOVAs were used in this study and 
revealed statistical significance in several areas.  The mean score for the political frame was 
significantly lower for the randomly selected deans indicating that they used the frame less often 
than the exceptional deans.  Health profession deans scored significantly higher on the political 
and symbolic frames than science oriented deans.  Deans with fewer years of experience (5.1-
7.5) were less politically oriented than deans with more experience (10.1 or more). 
Guidry (2011) used the Bolman and Deal LOI-Self instrument (1990) to survey 29 deans 
from 17 peer institutions.  She used a one-way ANOVA statistical test to identify interactions 
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between her dependent variable of  leadership frames and her independent variables which 
included age, race/ethnicity, time in position, discipline area background, educational 
background, marital status, and parental status.  Though no statistically significant differences 
were identified, the human resource frame was most often (51.7%) the perceived primary frame 
used by the female deans in this study.  Use of multiple frames was perceived most often 
(41.4%) followed by perceived use of paired frames (27.6%) and then a single frame (20.7%). 
Kimencu (2011) used part I of the Bolman and Deal LOI-Self instrument (1990) and 
form B of the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI)-II to determine leadership 
orientation and conflict management styles of academic deans.  Ninety-three deans from 
business and education colleges at institutions with the Carnegie classification of Masters 
College and Universities-Larger Programs completed the survey for a response rate of 38%. Of 
these respondents, 57% were education deans and 43% were business deans, there were more 
men (74%) than women deans (26%), the majority of participants (56%) were under the age of 
60 and most (97%) have worked in academia for more than ten years.  Almost half (47%) of the 
education deans used multiple frames which is twice as high as the business deans.  A fourth of 
the education deans who used multiple frames (27%) used all four frames.  Of all the deans 
surveyed, the human resources frame was preferred most often.  Chi-Square analysis was used to 
determine significance between leadership orientation frames and gender, number of years in the 
position, number of years in academia, faculty size, and type of college.  Significance was 
identified in a few areas.  Education deans were two and half times more likely to have a 
political frame than business deans and deans with fewer than five years of experience were 
three times as likely to prefer the human resource frame as deans with more than five years of 
experience in the position.   
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Maitra (2007) administered a four-part survey to women vice presidents in non-academic 
affairs functional areas of higher education in the Carnegie doctoral/research universities-
extensive classification.  Of the 317 women administrators in this population, the sample for this 
study consisted of 68 respondents for a 21% response rate.  The four part instrument included 
demographic questions, part II of the Bolman and Deal (1990) LOI-Self instrument, the Kouzes 
and Posner (2003) Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-Self), and open-ended questions to 
gather advice from these administrators.  In this particular study, the group mean for women vice 
presidents was highest for the human resource frame followed by the structural frame, the 
symbolic frame, and the political frame.  However, none of the mean scores exceeded 3.30 for 
this group of non-academic leaders.  Women vice presidential leaders rated themselves highest 
for enabling others to act, modeling the way, encouraging the heart, and challenging the process.  
They ranked themselves lowest for inspiring a shared vision.  Statistically significant correlations 
were identified between these leadership styles and leadership practices.  The strongest 
correlations existed between the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) human resource frame and the 
Kouzes and Posner (2003) leadership practices of modeling the way, encouraging the heart, and 
enabling others to act.  The next strongest correlation was between the symbolic frame and all 
leadership practices except enabling others to act.  There was no statistical significance between 
leadership style and practices in relation to highest level of education, highest degree of 
specialization, and years since highest degree was completed.  There was a positive correlation 
between the political frame and vice presidents who served in this type of position before and a 
negative correlation between women vice presidents who were first timers and the political 
frame.  Marriage and family were not found to be statistically significant when it came to 
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pursuing leadership positions but the number of children showed a negative correlation when it 
came to degree completion.  
There are some common themes and interesting findings in several of these studies where 
the researcher used the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework to 
explore leadership specifically within higher education.  The human resource frame was most 
often preferred among these academic leaders across studies.  Patterns in these studies suggested 
that a greater number of years of experience in leadership positions may indicate a preference for 
the political frame (Cantu, 1997; Kimencu, 2011).  A surprisingly high number of leaders in 
four-year institutions preferred multiple frames compared to leaders at community colleges who 
preferred paired frames (Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008). 
Use of the Framework within Academic Libraries 
The most prominent use of Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leadership orientation 
framework within the academic library profession is the ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute for 
Academic Librarians.  This five-day intensive professional development opportunity has been 
offered annually for the past decade. Sponsored by the Association of College and Research 
Libraries and taught by faculty at the Harvard Graduate School of Education, the Bolman and 
Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework has been the basis of this learning 
curriculum. Attendees must write a critical incident that is then used during the institute to 
discuss the situation through the perspective of each lens.  Though the framework is used in this 
professional development experience, it serves as an introduction.  
Former president of the American Library Association, Sullivan (2010), included a 
reference to Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework as one among 
five theories that could be used to understand effective library leadership practice.  Her chapter is 
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part of an edited volume of essays intended to encourage more rigorous empirical research about 
leadership in the field of librarianship.  While there are few studies that utilize Bolman and 
Deal’s (1984, 2003) framework in the academic library field, there is an overall lack of studies in 
the profession that utilize any theoretical framework for empirical research at all (Fagan, 2012). 
In spite of the use of this framework in one of the few professional development experiences for 
academic library administrators in the field, very few empirical studies exist that actually employ 
the use of this framework.  Only three additional studies that use the Bolman and Deal (1984, 
2003) framework have been identified in the library literature.  
Most recently, Flemming-May and Douglass (2014) used Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 
2003) leadership orientation framework to analyze and reconcile the role of the academic 
librarian in the academy.  They used each lens to examine the similarities and differences 
between the roles of professional librarians in the academy compared with the role of 
disciplinary faculty in the academy.  They asserted that library professionals reside heavily in the 
behaviors of the structural frame because they are busy with the day to day work of library 
operations that require them to keep services and operations open to patrons.  They have less 
autonomy to pursue work associated with political and symbolic frames, such as conducting 
research or applying for grants, which would align them more with the duties and responsibilities 
of disciplinary faculty.  They suggested that library administrators can shift this alignment of 
professional librarians with the structural frame by providing such opportunities as more 
professional and scholarly development and more flexible hours to allow for research.  
Yi (2013) sent a survey to 1,010 library directors across the United States and received a 
total of 455 usable responses.  Part one of the survey included demographic questions about 
gender, age, education level, years at present position, years of directorship, years of service, 
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number of different positions, number of subordinates, number of library branches, type of 
library, and size of library.  Part two of the survey included nine main questions based on the 
Bolman and Deal’s (1984, 2003) theory.  One question in particular contained five possible 
responses to how directors set goals for change.  These responses reflected the four frames with a 
fifth response for other and an open comment box.  Directors could choose as many responses 
that applied.  Through the use of multinomial logistical regression, Yi (2013) found that use of 
multiple frames to set goals occurred among 90% of the respondents.  Only 4% used two frames 
while 6% used a single approach to setting goals for change.  Only the human resources frame 
and the structural frame were selected among those using a single frame.  Structural and human 
resources were most often preferred among those selecting dual and multiple frames.  Females, 
directors who served in libraries for longer periods of time, and directors who had been in 
directorships for longer periods of time were more likely to use multiple frames in setting goals 
for change.  
Lastly, Tripuraneni (2010) used part two of the Bolman and Deal (1992) LOI-Other 
instrument in her study.  Her survey population included university administrators, faculty, and 
librarians at private non-profit, doctoral universities in Southern California.  A one-way ANOVA 
was used to test for statistical significance among these groups regarding their perceptions of 
which frame was most appropriate for the top library leader position.  Descriptive statistics 
indicated that faculty and administrators perceived that the structural frame should be favored the 
highest among library leaders followed by the human resource frame, political frame, and 
symbolic frame.  The librarians who participated in the study indicated that library leaders 
should favor the human resource frame followed by the structural frame, the symbolic frame, and 
the political frame.  Faculty and administrators perceived that the leader of the library should 
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favor the structural frame while the librarians perceived that the leader of the library should 
ideally favor the human resource frame.    
As evident in this literature review, the librarians who used the Bolman and Deal (1984, 
2003) framework are few and their findings are seemingly disconnected.  However, findings in 
these studies are encouraging and point to momentum around the use of this particular 
framework.  
Additional Leadership Research Specific to Academic Libraries 
Though empirical studies that use a particular leadership theory are scarce in the 
profession, a series of recent studies have been conducted that have implications for the current 
study.  Martin (2015a) used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio and Bass, 2004) to 
measure perceptions of academic library leader’s use of laissez-faire, transactional, and 
transformational leadership styles (Burns, 1978).  He distributed his instrument through various 
professional listserves and received a total of 465 useable responses from librarians who were 
not in leader roles.  Respondents were asked to rate the leaders at their respective institutions on 
a four point scale using the MLQ instrument.  Though the mean score to determine 
transformational leadership was higher (M=2.05) than the laissez-faire (M=1.52) and the 
transactional (M=1.64) leadership styles, Martin expressed concern that overall mean scores for 
the transformational leadership style were disappointingly low.  In a separate study using the 
same instrument, Martin (2015b) surveyed 50 library leaders from public and private academic 
libraries to gather their self-perceptions of which leadership style they preferred. Leaders rated 
themselves highest for the transformational leadership style (M=3.32) followed by the 
transactional (M=2.08) and laissez-faire (M=.89).  Statistically significant positive correlations 
existed in several areas.  Those with more years of administrative experience were more likely to 
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use the transactional leadership style.  He also found that the older the leader, the more likely 
they were to use the transactional leadership style.   Those with more experience lacked the 
transformational leadership skills to guide libraries through change.  Martin (2015b) questioned 
whether the profession should rely upon the more experienced leaders to train future leaders if 
they prefer a transactional leadership style when what is needed during these times of change is a 
transformational leadership style (Martin, 2015b).    
Research Related to Independent Variables 
There were three independent variables in this study.  These included administrator role 
defined as upper-level library administrators which includes deans and associate deans as well as 
middle-level administrators which include chairs, coordinators, heads, managers, supervisors, 
and team leads of units within a library.  Years of administrator experience and self-perception of 
effectiveness were the other independent variables in this study.  The remaining sections of the 
literature review explored research related to these variables.   
 Upper-Level Library Administrators. Hernon, Powell and Young (2001, 2002, 2003) 
conducted several studies to determine leadership attributes of library directors.  The purpose of 
their research was to provide insights about successful leadership traits to institutions seeking 
library directors and to individuals seeking library director positions.  In 2001, they published the 
first of their two part study. In part one, they created a list of attributes from library director 
position announcements published in College and Research Libraries News over a six-year 
period.  Then they interviewed 19 ARL library directors to seek their response to the list of 
attributes.  In part two of their study, Hernon, Powell and Young (2002) conducted a Delphi 
study to further refine their lengthy list of attributes collected in part one of their study.  This 
time 20 Association of Research Libraries (ARL) directors and 29 assistant/associate directors 
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were surveyed and asked to add, delete, and rate attributes several times until they had no further 
changes to make.  Based on both of these studies, Hernon, Powell and Young (2001, 2002) 
concluded that directors, at least at the time, were externally focused, especially with donors and 
the university community.  They also saw patterns in the data to suggest that library leaders need 
to be articulate, visionary, and good managers as well as good leaders.  They asserted that the 
most suitable attributes are the ones that match the needs of the institution.     
A year later, Hernon, Powell and Young (2003) conducted a similar study using the same 
Delphi technique with 20 non-ARL library directors.  They ranked library leadership attributes 
differently from their ARL counterparts and determined that the following attributes were 
important for future library directors: “communication skills, setting the strategic agenda, 
collegiality, integrity, interpersonal skills, and familiarity with technology, library operations, 
planning, and evaluation” (Hernon, Powell & Young, 2003, p. 77).  
 In 2006, Young, Hernon, and Powell published the results of another study they 
conducted to determine which leadership attributes were most valued by Gen-Xers.  They 
compared the results of this study with their 2001, 2002, and 2003 study.  They used the Delphi 
technique with 20 individuals.  The researchers crafted a list of eight leadership attributes 
derived from the literature and circulated it among participants with instructions for them to add 
or delete from the list.  The list was modified when two or more participants had the same 
answers and the list was circulated once again with the same instructions.  The top ten of 80 total 
leadership traits were as follows: “successful in securing resources-funds, technology, staffing, 
etc.; good interpersonal skills; honest; articulated vision that inspires others; build partnerships 
within the library or across campus; a passion for libraries and librarianship; build working 
relationships with others; comfortable with change; strong communication skills-verbal and 
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written; and recognize interpersonal communication essential at all levels-personally 
approachable-provide paths-communicate directly when appropriate” (Young, Hernon & Powell, 
2006, p. 491).  Attributes generated by the Gen Xers were mapped to the attributes generated by 
library directors in the previous studies conducted by Hernon, Powell, and Young (2001, 2002, 
2003).  There was a 64% overlap in leadership traits identified for ARL library directors and 
only a 25% overlap for traits of non-ARL library directors.  These numbers suggested a 
noticeable discrepancy between what Gen Xers and library directors value in library leadership.  
This study is valuable because it provides a new and vetted list of library leadership traits valued 
by an intergenerational population. 
The extensive work of Hernon, Powell, and Young (2001, 2002, 2003, 2006) has 
contributed to the establishment of a list of ranked attributes deemed necessary by library leaders 
themselves.  In each of these studies, they posed the question of where these attributes can be 
acquired.  They also called for action to “translate the attributes into learning outcomes in order 
to create accountability in educational programs” (Hernon, Powell & Young, 2002, p. 89). 
Middle-Level Library Administrators.  Studies specific to middle managers in 
academic libraries have emphasized preparedness of professional librarians to enter into the 
responsibilities of managing the work of a unit.  These studies tended to focus on years of 
experience coupled with the degree to which librarians have participated in any formal or 
informal training to prepare them for this role.  Most studies steered away from measuring 
effectiveness or defining skills primarily due to the lack of professional standards that define 
what an effective academic library manager looks like (Rooney, 2010).  Wittenbach, Bordeianu 
and Wycisk (1992) surveyed two groups of middle managers including 67 departments heads in 
reference services and 67 department heads in cataloging services from institutions with ARL 
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status.  They found that librarians were being hired into middle management regardless of the 
number of years of prior departmental experience and management training.  Those in the 
cataloging group averaged 8.12 years of experience compared with an average of 5.49 years of 
experience for the reference librarians seeking middle management positions.  Reference 
librarians reported far fewer years of on-the-job training to become a middle manager (1.71) 
compared with their cataloging counterparts (4.76).  
Though close to 50% of librarians in each group had taken at least one management 
course as part of their library school program, 43% of the cataloging group and 61% of the 
reference group had not participated in any type of management workshop or professional 
development training prior to becoming a department head.  Respondents were asked if formal or 
on-the-job training was required of them at the time of hire for their first department head 
position.  Of the cataloging group, 31% indicated that training was required, 19% reported that it 
was preferred, and 30% claimed it was not required.  Only 6% of the reference group reported 
that formal or on the job training was required, 33% indicated that it was preferred, and 52% 
claimed it was not a requirement.  Once hired as department heads, few differences existed for 
the average number of ongoing management training sessions both groups participated in as 
middle managers in spite of 66% of respondents in each group claiming that there was no 
requirement of them to complete these ongoing training sessions as part of their middle 
management positions.  Nearly 90% of both groups reported that no formalized managerial 
training was required of them in their positions.  
Several years later, Rooney (2010) did a similar study and surveyed 255 department 
heads of reference and collections and 159 library administrators at varying sized academic 
libraries around the United States.  The purpose of his study was to determine the state of 
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management preparation, training, and development among middle managers in American 
academic libraries at the time.  Findings showed that 92% of respondents had participated in at 
least one type of formal management training prior to becoming a department head.  Of these 
respondents, 28% claimed that their training experience consisted of only a management class 
while in library school.  When asked about other management experience prior to becoming a 
department head, 41% had gained experience through being a unit head or team leader and 27% 
were acting department heads or assistant department heads (13%).  The majority of respondents 
(58%) did not participate in on the job management training prior to their first head appointment.  
Among those who did, mentorship (39%) was the most popular avenue to obtain on-the-job 
training prior to becoming a department head for the first time while shadowing was among the 
least popular (9%).  Rooney also asked respondents about ongoing training and development of 
respondents in current middle management positions.  The majority (87%) of respondents 
attended workshops and seminars while on the job every other year followed by those who took 
a management class at a library school after graduating (16%).  It was less likely that 
respondents participated in a second Master’s degree in a management field (5%) or took classes 
in a business program (6%).  While 47% of respondents reported no participation in on the job 
management training, among those who had mentorship from administrators was most often 
cited (44%).  Only 17% of respondents had access to a formal in house training program.  
Library administrators were also surveyed and asked about their level of support for 
management training.  A combined analysis of responses showed that 57% of respondents felt 
that ongoing formal management training was encouraged.  When asked about what library 
administration looked for when seeking department heads, management experience, supervisory 
experience and general academic librarianship experience ranked the highest.  Prior participation 
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in management training was not valued as much as participation in management training once on 
the job.  Only 56% of library administrators reported making efforts to identify managerial 
potential from within the library. 
In comparing his findings with those of a similar study done by Wittenbach et al. (1992), 
Rooney (2010) found that some changes had occurred.  Librarians in the 2010 study reported 
taking almost one class more in an area of management prior to serving in their first middle 
management role than in the 1992 study.  Once on the job, librarians in the 1992 study were 
actually taking a management class or workshop every year while those in the 2010 study had 
dropped down to doing this on average every other year.  Rooney (2010) suggested that on the 
job training should be a requirement at more institutions and that the importance of ongoing 
training in current positions needs to be communicated better by library administration.  The 
expectation of prior managerial experience among library administrators had nearly doubled 
between the two studies.  Rooney also noted that library administrators and department heads 
both agreed that a mixture of formal training, on the job training and previous work experience 
was the best way to prepare librarians to be middle managers.  Based on these findings, Rooney 
(2010) stressed the importance of librarians seeking formal management training in addition to 
management experience and encouraged library administrators to emphasize both experience and 
prior formal training in job advertisements.    
 While the latter two studies focused on middle manager’s prior experience and training to 
get their positions, how middle managers interact with people in their departments was not 
referenced.  In a more recent study, Soules (2011) attempted to address the balance of authority 
and responsibility in middle management as well as job satisfaction of middle managers in 
academic, public, and special libraries.  She surveyed 122 librarians and followed up with phone 
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interviews with 18 of these.  Respondents were asked about their perception of balance between 
their level of authority compared with their level of responsibility and then given specific 
statements to describe their feelings about their perceptions.  Those who had more authority than 
responsibility experienced higher levels of feelings of frustration, lack of purpose, erosion of 
respect from direct reports, and feelings of uselessness at lack of duties.  Those who reported 
having more responsibility than authority felt overwhelmed, unable to delegate work effectively, 
resistance from direct reports regarding assignments, and erosion of respect from direct reports.  
Managers who reported having a balance of authority and responsibility, felt that they could plan 
workflow appropriately, that they could delegate duties effectively, they had solid respect from 
direct reports, and that they could accomplish tasks.  Those who had more responsibility than 
authority were least satisfied (64.1%) followed by those who had more authority than 
responsibility (32.7%).  Those who reported a balance between authority and responsibility had 
the highest level of job satisfaction (69.6%).  
Total Years of Experience as an Administrator.  The number of years of experience is 
the third variable in this study.  Feidler (1987) has completed several studies about whether time 
spent in an organization or in a leadership position makes a difference in leadership 
effectiveness.  Feidler (1966) compared the performance between two Belgian military groups 
assigned to specific tasks.  One group was led by career military leaders with an average of 9.8 
years of experience and the other group was led by inexperienced recruit leaders with less than 
six weeks of experience in the military.  There were no statistically significant difference in 
performance between these two groups which led Feidler to conclude that “neither general 
military experience nor leadership experience contributed to good performance” (Feidler & 
Garcia, 1987, p. 33). Feidler and Chemers (1968) conducted a similar study using groups in the 
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Canadian military and also concluded that there was no statistically significant difference in task 
performance between the group led by career military leaders with 5-15 years of experience and 
the group led by recruits with less than eight weeks of military experience.  
 Though researchers in other fields indicated that the number of years of experience have 
no impact on performance, researchers who used the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership 
orientation framework indicated that years of experience may influence frame orientation.  Cantu 
(1997) found that deans with less years of experience were less politically oriented than deans 
with more years of experience (more than ten years).  Kimencu (2011) found that deans with five 
years of experience were three times as likely to prefer the human resources frame as deans with 
more than five years of experience in the position.  
Self-Perception of Effectiveness.  Due to the gap in the library literature about library 
administrator effectiveness (Fagan, 2012; Weiner, 2003), an exploration of the literature in other 
fields was necessary.  The theoretical construct and body of literature that best contextualizes the 
independent variable of self-perception of effectiveness used in this study is that of self-efficacy 
established by psychologist, Albert Bandura.  This particular theory “is concerned with 
judgments of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective 
situations” (Bandura, 1982, p. 122).  Self-efficacy is directly related to how one feels about their 
ability to perform.  Researchers have found that the higher the level of self-efficacy, the higher 
the performance accomplishments (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1982; Bandura, Reese & Adams, 
1982; Bandura & Wood, 1989).  Similarly, several researchers have indicated that low self-
efficacy resulted in giving up on task completion compared to those with high self-efficacy who 
were motivated to master challenges (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Brown & Inouye, 1978; 
Weinberg, Gould & Jackson, 1979).  
53 
 
Bandura (1993) asserted that there are four major influences on self-efficacy beliefs: 
cognitive processes, motivational processes, affective processes, and selection processes. 
Cognitive processes involve ability levels and self-belief of efficacy.  Those with low self-
efficacy are more likely to blame performance short-comings on lack of ability compared to 
those with high self-efficacy who blame performance inadequacies on not having enough 
practice to master the skill.  Motivation processes assumes that goals are set, well defined and 
sufficiently challenging.  Those with low self-efficacy are more likely to give up when presented 
with a failure whereas those with high self-efficacy become motivated to try harder to master a 
skill or challenge to meet a performance goal.  Affective processes of self-efficacy involve the 
ability of one to process emotional responses to situational threats.  Those with low self-efficacy 
are more likely to exhibit anxiety in certain situations that impacts performance.  Conversely, 
those with high self-efficacy are more likely to have bold responses to threatening situations.  
Finally, selection processes suggest that those with low self-efficacy will be more cautious in the 
life decisions that they make based on their perceptions of their abilities compared to those with 
high self-efficacy who will make bolder life choices due to their perception that they are able to 
master challenging goals with enough practice.  
 Bandura and Wood (1989) conducted a study with 60 graduate students in a business 
program in which they were asked to manage a simulated organization by matching employee 
attributes to complex work functions and to master a complex set of decision rules on how best 
to guide their employees.  They were also given instructions at the beginning of the simulation 
where one group was told that their organization was unpredictable and that employees were not 
receptive to change.  The other group was told that their organization was highly controllable 
meaning that the organization and employees were well-positioned for change.  Through the use 
54 
 
of several factorial ANOVAs, statistical significance was found among several variables.  
Statistically significant findings indicated that the ability to view an organization as highly 
controllable heightened self-perception of effectiveness.  The opposite was true of those who had 
the impression that their organization was difficult to control.  Higher goals were set and 
achieved among those who had the perception that their organizations were controllable than 
those who did not share this perception.  They concluded that “viewing an organization as 
controllable increases perceived self-efficacy to manage it, whereas regarding it as relatively 
uninfluenceable undermine self-beliefs of managerial efficacy” (Bandura & Wood, 1989, p. 
811). 
Summary 
A brief history of academic libraries was given in this chapter in order to provide the 
context for the scale of change facing academic library leaders today.  This was followed by a 
detailed explanation of the research that influenced the development of the Bolman and Deal 
(1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework and how the framework fit into the leadership 
theories developed in the twentieth century.  Evidence of how their framework was used 
particularly in the field of higher education and within the library profession was also provided.  
Finally, the research related to the independent variables used in this study was explained.  The 
next chapter describes the methodology for conducting the present study. 
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CHAPTER III.  METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation frames are used by leaders to 
assess and respond to dilemmas that arise in complex situations or organizations and consist of 
the structural, human resources, political, symbolic frames.  Many studies that utilize this 
framework have been conducted primarily in the fields of business and education (Achinstein & 
Barret, 2004; Bista & Glasman, 1998; Bensimon, 1989; Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992a, 1992b; 
Bolman & Granell, 1999; Cantu, 1997; Cheng, 1994; Goldman & Smith, 1991; Guidry, 2007; 
Kimencu, 2011; Little, 2010; Maitra, 2007; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  However, few 
studies have been identified in the field of librarianship that attempt to examine leadership 
orientation through the use of a particular theoretical framework (Fagan, 2012).  
Purpose and Research Questions 
Through the use of a portion of the Bolman and Deal (1990) leadership orientation 
instrument (LOI-Self), this study aimed to determine which leadership orientation frames were 
utilized by academic library administrators and if particular variables impacted any of the frame 
scores. An understanding of this would help the profession shape continuing educational 
opportunities in order to assure successful and effective leadership of academic libraries into the 
future. 
This study sought to answer the following research questions: 
RQ1: What is the primary leadership orientation frame of academic library 
administrators? 
RQ2: How many leadership orientation frames do library administrators employ? 
RQ3. Are there statistically significant differences in leadership orientation by each of the 
following variables or by the interaction between them: administrator role, total years of 
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experience as a library administrator, and self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position? 
Research Design 
A causal-comparative research design was used in this quantitative study.  The factorial 
ANOVA inferential test was used in order to examine the variance between group means among 
several variables at one point in time.  Group means for each frame served as the continuous 
dependent variable.  Categorical independent variables included administrator roles (upper- and 
middle-level), self-perception of effectiveness (moderate, high, highest) in current position, and 
total years of experience as library administrators (fewer than 15 years, 15 years or more).  The 
decision to treat the dependent variable as continuous and the independent variables as 
categorical was made based on similar approaches in other studies (Guidry, 2011; Kimencu, 
2011; Little, 2010; Maitra, 2007; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  The categories for the 
administrator role were identified from an examination of directory information and 
organizational charts at a variety of institutions.  The intent was to divide administrators at the 
top level of academic library administration from those in middle management.  The categories 
for the independent variable of total years of experience as an administrator were made after the 
survey administration was completed.  Frequencies for each open-ended response were examined 
and a mid-level cut point of 15 years was used. Decisions about the categories for the 
independent variable of self-perception of effectiveness were also made after the data were 
gathered and are explained in more detail later in this chapter.  
A causal-comparative research design was chosen for several reasons.  Participants were 
not changed or influenced in any way because no intervention was administered as part of the 
study.  Participants were simply asked to reflect upon their existing behaviors and to describe 
57 
 
select demographic characteristics.  Of the causal-comparative statistical tests, the factorial 
ANOVA was chosen because of the number and type of variables involved.  The purpose of a 
factorial ANOVA is that it allows the researcher to test for significance among the means of 
several groups when there is one continuous dependent variable and two or more categorical 
independent variables (Aron & Aron, 1997).  The F-ratio is the test statistic for an analysis of 
variance and is used to calculate the variance of multiple group means rather than the difference 
between simply two group means (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).  The factorial ANOVA answers 
several research questions simultaneously by testing for significance between each individual 
factor and the dependent variable as well as for any interaction between factors that in 
combination relate to the dependent variable (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).  If a factorial ANOVA 
reveals significance among variables, a post hoc test is used to learn more about the relationship 
between variables by testing for which level of a factor has an impact on the dependent variable.  
Another reason to use this test is that it allows the researcher to study several research questions 
at once without needing additional participants (Aron & Aron, 1997).  The decision to use a 
factorial ANOVA was also influenced by how the Bolman and Deal (1990) LOI-Self instrument 
has been used in other studies.  The leader orientation is frequently used as a dependent variable 
(Cantu, 1997; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  Administrative role, years of managerial 
experience and many other characteristics have frequently been used as categorical independent 
variables in other studies (Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992; Cantu, 1997, Sypawka, 2008).  
Methodology  
This section includes a description of the sample and sampling method as well as an 
explanation of the instrumentation and procedures.  Definitions and criteria for who participated 
in the study are offered along with descriptive statistics that describe the sample.  Details about 
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the instrument used to collect data are provided and procedures used to administer the survey 
will also be explained.  
Sample and Sampling Method.  Participants in this study included academic librarians 
who held library administrator positions at two-year, four-year and professional institutions of 
higher education in Ohio and Michigan.  The 2013-2014 American Library Directory was used 
to identify participants in the targeted states.  Contact information was also verified through 
directory information at each institutional web site.  Librarians in the following administrative 
roles within an academic library setting were identified: Deans/Directors, Associate 
Deans/Directors, Assistant Deans/Directors, Chairs, Heads, Coordinators, Team Leaders, 
Managers, and Supervisors.  The definitions for these populations are as follows: 
Library deans: This term refers to the person in the top administrator role within the 
academic library.  This particular title typically implies that the library reports to the 
Provost, that the library is situated in the academic division of the campus, and that the 
library also has faculty.  At some academic libraries, especially where librarians do not 
have faculty rank, the person in this position may be referred to as the university librarian 
or the library director.  For the purposes of this study, university librarians and library 
directors were also included under the umbrella term, library dean 
Library associate/assistant deans: This is typically the second person in line to the Library 
Dean.   Similarly, this person may also be referred to as associate/assistant university 
librarian or associate director.  For the purposes of this study, associate/assistant 
university librarians and associate/assistant library directors were also included under the 
umbrella term, associate dean. 
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Library chairs/heads: This title includes anyone who oversees a unit or library function 
(such as technical services, reference, instruction, circulation, or special collections) and 
has supervision of at least one person (including student employee or permanent staff).  
Equivalencies to this title include references to supervisors, managers, coordinators, and 
team leaders.  
In order to participate in the study, the identified administrators had to supervise at least 
one student employee or permanent staff as part of their job duties.  This criterion was 
established due to the focus on leadership in this study.  The Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) 
leadership orientation frames are intended to help leaders make sense of and respond to the 
complexities that others bring to a process or organization.  In addition, many working 
definitions used to describe leadership assume some type of interaction between leaders and 
followers or leaders and subordinates (Bass, 2008; Bennis, 1985; Rost, 1993).  In some areas of 
librarianship, it is conceivable that a library administrator could have oversight for a complex 
functional area without staff to help with the work.  Therefore, to require supervision was one 
way to ensure a working relationship with others.  This criterion was explained in the initial 
email (see Appendix A) that was sent and was the first question on the survey (see Appendix B) 
as well. 
A convenience sampling method was used to identify participants.  Guidelines in 
educational statistical research recommend a minimum of 30 individuals per group for causal-
comparative studies (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012).  Given the number of independent 
variables and levels within each variable, the aim of this study was to recruit more than 300 
respondents.  The sample included library administrators from Ohio and Michigan only.  There 
were several factors that informed the decision to focus on librarians in these two states.  Ohio 
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has a high concentration of higher education institutions.  Michigan has fewer institutions but it 
was anticipated that with the combination of the two states, there would be enough library 
administrators to fulfill the number of responses needed for the study.  The choice to develop a 
contained and manageable list of respondents also allowed for a survey response rate to be 
calculated.    
The survey was initially distributed to 626 library administrators at 120 institutions.  Of 
these, 17 emails were inaccurate.  Only four of these faulty emails could be verified and 
corrected which resulted in 613 librarians successfully receiving the survey.  A total of 367 
librarians completed the survey.  Thirty-nine responses were eliminated.  One participant 
requested to have his response eliminated.  The remaining 38 were eliminated either because 
they did not supervise anyone or because they did not complete at least 80 percent of the 
questions related to one of the frame sequences in part one of the survey.  After cleaning the 
data, there were 328 useable responses for a response rate of 54%.     
There were approximately twice as many women (68%, n=222) who responded to the 
survey than men (32%, n=105).  The majority of respondents were White (90%, n=296).  There 
were slightly fewer upper level administrators (42%, n=138) than middle-level administrators 
(58%, n=189) in this sample.  When asked about their participation in the ACRL/Harvard 
Leadership Institute, a small percentage (12%, n=40) of the sample participated in this 
opportunity.  Complete details about the categorical demographics of the survey sample are 
available in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
  
   Categorical Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N=328) 
       
Characteristics n % 
   Ethnicity (n=326) 
  White 296 90 
Black 12 4 
Multi-racial 10 3 
Asian 5 2 
Other 2 1 
Hispanic/Latino/Spanish 1 0 
Gender (n=327) 
  Women 222 68 
Men 105 32 
Administrator Role (n=327) 
  Middle 189 58 
Upper 138 42 
Participation in ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute (n=328) 
  No 288 88 
Yes 40 12 
Note.  Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of 
rounding. 
 
The minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation for the continuous demographic 
survey responses are provided in Table 2.  Average age for upper-level administrators was higher 
(M=53.47) than for middle-level administrators (M=47.45).  Average years in current position 
between upper-level administrators (M=9.73) and middle-level administrators (M=10.52) 
differed only slightly.  Average years as an administrator between upper-level administrators 
(M=18.18) was higher than the average years held by middle-level administrators (M=13.83) by 
almost five years. 
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Table 2 
     
      Continuous Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N=328) 
      Characteristic by 
Administrator Role N Min. Max. M SD 
      Age 
     Upper 133 33 72 53.47 9.12 
Middle 186 24 71 47.45 10.29 
Total 320 24 72 50.20 10.28 
Years in Current 
Position 
     Upper 137 <1 41 9.73 8.20 
Middle 188 <1 40 10.52 8.52 
Total 326 <1 51 10.31 8.67 
Years as an 
Administrator 
     Upper 137 <1 44 18.18 11.54 
Middle 184 <1 37 13.83 8.90 
Total 322 <1 44 15.77 10.40 
 
Instrumentation and Procedures.  A portion of the Bolman and Deal (1990) Leadership 
Orientation Instrument (LOI-Self) was used in this study.  This is an established and tested 
instrument that has been used by researchers for more than two decades.  Test score statistics, 
internal consistency data, and item reliability statistics for each of the four frames (structural, 
human resources, political, and symbolic) in part I of their instrument (see Appendix C) are 
provided by the authors.  The instrument comes in parallel versions.  LOI-Self is typically 
administered to the leader as a way to measure self-perceptions whereas the LOI-Other is 
administered to the leader’s supervisor, peers, and direct reports to gain their perceptions of the 
leader under study.  Additionally, there are three parts to the survey.  The first part of the survey 
consists of 32 questions about how often certain behaviors are true for the respondent based on 
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the following Likert scale: (1) never, (2) occasionally, (3) sometimes, (4) often, and (5) always.  
While six forced-choice items make up the second part of the survey, the third section of each 
instrument has two questions about effectiveness as a manager and effectiveness as a leader.  The 
latter includes the following five-point Likert scale: (1) bottom 20%, (2), (3) middle 20%, (4), 
and, (5) top 20%. 
The survey instrument used for this study consisted of 43 questions divided into three 
parts (see Appendix B).  The 32 questions from part I of the Bolman and Deal (1990) LOI-Self 
instrument was used as part I of the current study as well.  This part was selected because it 
provides a score to identify leadership frames as described by Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003).  
Part II of the current study was adapted from the two questions in the Bolman and Deal (1990) 
LOI-Self instrument that asked participants to rate overall effectiveness as a manager and as a 
leader.  These questions were combined into one question in the current study and worded as 
“Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience and 
responsibility, how would you rate yourself on overall effectiveness in your current position.”  
For this revised question, the Bolman and Deal rating scale was used where one indicated the 
“bottom 20%” and five indicated the “top 20%.”  Nine demographic questions were also added 
to part III of this study in order to determine the participants’ title, age, gender, ethnicity, the 
total number of years of library administrator experience, total number of years in current 
position, the type of institution at which they currently worked, and whether or not they attend 
the ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute. Though Bolman and Deal’s (1990) instrument is 
intended to be used as a two-part instrument, there is precedence for the use of portions of the 
LOI-Self in other studies (Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008; Tripuraneni, 2010).  
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Permission to use the LOI-Self was granted by Bolman and Deal (see Appendix D) and 
the instrument and procedures for this study were evaluated and classified as exempt by the 
Human Subjects Review Board (HSRB) at Bowling Green State University.  The survey 
instrument was developed and disseminated through Qualtrics, an online, password protected 
surveying software.  Initial call for participation was emailed in April 2015, followed by two 
reminder e-mails one and two weeks later.  The survey was open for a total of three weeks.  A 
unique link was included in the email that assigned an ID for each respondent.  This allowed the 
survey software to send a reminder only to those who had not completed the survey.  
Scoring the 32 questions in part one of the instrument consisted of averaging the group responses 
to the questions that corresponded to each of the frames.  The items were in a consistent frame 
sequence: structural (items 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, 29), human resources (items 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 
22, 26, 30) political (items 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, 31) and symbolic (items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 
28, 32).  The maximum total score for each frame was 40 and the minimum total score was eight.  
A primary frame preference was determined by achieving a score of 32 or higher, which 
corresponds with participants who, on average, selected often (4) or always (5).   
Data Analysis 
Data were initially collected within Qualtrics surveying software, downloaded into Excel 
for cleaning, and then imported into SPSS, a statistical package designed for research in the 
social sciences, for statistical analysis.  Data cleaning in Excel began with an examination of 
missing data.  Participants were eliminated if more than two questions in any of the frame 
sequence were unanswered.  Since each frame sequence consisted of eight questions, the 
determination was made that no more than two questions within a frame sequence could be 
missing data, requiring 80% response per frame per person.  Six participants neglected to 
respond to one of eight questions in the structural frame sequence.  Therefore an average of their 
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response to the other seven questions was used to determine a value for their missing response.  
This same approach was used for eight respondents for the human resources frame, three 
participants for the political frame and 14 participants for the symbolic frame sequence.  
However, two questions were missed by one participant in the political frame sequences and two 
participants in the symbolic frame sequence.  In these instances, an average of the remaining six 
questions in each frame that they answered was used.   
Question 33 in part two of the survey, which measured self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position, was adjusted due to minimal responses to the lower part of the Likert scale.  An 
explanation of these changes is provided in Figure 2. 
Question 33 responses 
1-bottom 20% (n=0) 
2- (n=1) 
3-middle 20% (n=63) 
4-(n=154) 
5-top 20% (n=100) 
 
Question 33 responses adjusted 
1-moderate (n=64)  
• Responses to 2&3 combined 
2-high (n=154) 
• Responses to 4 
3-highest (n=100) 
• Responses to 5 
 
Figure 2. Adjustments Made to Categories for Self-Perception of Effectiveness. 
Once the data were cleaned in Excel, they were imported into SPSS in order to conduct 
several statistical tests.  Since this study utilized portions of an existing instrument, the 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was conducted on questions one through 32 to ensure that the 
data in this study were consistent with the data generated by these questions in other studies.  
Results were then compared to the reliability tests conducted by Bolman and Deal (1991, 1992a, 
1992b).  As indicated in Table 3, all scores for the Cronbach’s Alpha test for internal consistency 
in the current study were above the acceptable level of .70 or higher (Nunnaly & Berstein, 1994). 
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Table 3 
   
    Reliability of Survey Questions Related to Frame Sequences  
 
    
  
Cronbach's Alpha 
Leadership Orientation   
Library 
Administrators 
N=328 
Bolman and 
Deal Study 
N=1309 
    Structural 
 
0.83 0.92 
Human Resources 
 
0.82 0.93 
Political 
 
0.84 0.91 
Symbolic 
 
0.84 0.93 
  
SPSS was also used to run descriptive statistics and a series of tests to make sure the test 
assumptions were met for the inferential statistical tests.  Before interpreting inferential test 
results from the factorial ANOVA, data were screened to make sure that the following test 
assumptions were met: 1) normality, 2) homogeneity of variance, and 3) independence of 
observation.  The assumption of normality was tested through the examination of the residuals 
for each frame.  In order to assume normality, the skewness (S) and kurtosis (K) statistics each 
needed to be within the range of an absolute value of 2.0 (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  
Histograms and Q-Q plots were examined for outliers and normal distribution.  To test for 
homogeneity of variance, the Levene’s Test for Equality of Error Variances was calculated for 
the mean totals of each of the frames.  To meet this assumption, the p value associated with the F 
test needed to be greater than the alpha value of .05 (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  An 
examination of the spread versus level plots needed to display random points for each frame to 
fulfill the homogeneity of variance assumption (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  Lastly, the 
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assumption of independence has already been met for all frames due to the assignment of data to 
each cell based on the unique combinations of the levels of the independent variables. 
The inferential statistical test used in this study was a three-way ANOVA to test for 
statistically significant main effects and interaction effects among variables.  Statistics for main 
effects for each factor and interactions between factors included the following: SS (sum of 
squares), df (degrees of freedom), MS (mean square), F (F-ratio), P (alpha level), and r2 (effect 
size).  A combination of the alpha level and the F ratio determined significance.  The effect size 
was an indicator of the magnitude of the relationship between variables (Mertler & Vannatta, 
2010, p. 76).  When the F test was significant at an alpha level less than .05, the Bonferroni post 
hoc test was used to determine which group was different from the others (Martin & Bridgmon, 
2012; Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).  The results of the Bonferroni were used in conjunction with 
the mean score when appropriate and in order to determine the proportion of variance in the 
dependent variable that is attributable to the independent variable.  Table 4 summarizes how the 
data were gathered and analyzed for each research question in this study. 
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Table 4 
Data Analysis for Research Questions  
Research Question Variables Survey Item Analysis 
RQ1: What is the 
primary leadership 
orientation frame of 
academic library 
administrators? 
 
DV:  
Leadership 
orientation frame 
• Structural 
• Human Resources 
• Political 
• Symbolic 
 
IV: Administrator 
Roles 
• Upper-level  
• Middle-level 
DV: Part I, Q1-32 
Structural, Part I: 
items 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 
21, 25, 29 
Human Resources, 
Part  I: items 2, 6, 10, 
14, 18, 22, 26, 30 
Political, Part I: items 
3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 
27, 31 
Symbolic, Part I: 
items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 
24, 28, 32 
 
IV: Part III, Q34 
Descriptive statistics  
 
• Frequencies 
• Means 
• Standard 
deviations 
RQ2: How many 
leadership orientation 
frames do library 
administrators employ? 
 
RQ3. Are there 
statistically significant 
differences in 
leadership orientation 
by each of the 
following variables or 
by the interaction 
between them: 
administrator role, by 
total years of 
experience as an 
administrator, and by 
self-perception of 
effectiveness? 
 
 
 
DV:  
Leadership 
orientation frame 
• Structural 
• Human Resources 
• Political 
• Symbolic 
 
IV1: Administrator 
Roles 
• Upper-level 
• Middle-level  
IV2: Total number of 
years as academic 
library administrator 
• Fewer than 15 
• 15 or more 
IV3: Self-perception 
of effectiveness in 
current position 
• Moderate 
• High 
• Highest 
DV: Part I, Q1-32 
Structural, Part I: 
items 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 
21, 25, 29 
Human Resources, 
Part  I: items 2, 6, 10, 
14, 18, 22, 26, 30 
Political, Part I: items 
3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 
27, 31 
Symbolic, Part I: 
items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 
24, 28, 32 
 
IV1: Part III, Q 34 
IV2: Part III, Q 39 
IV3: Part II, Q33 
Four 2x2x3 factorial 
ANOVA tests 
 
 
Test assumptions for 
each ANOVA test: 
• Histograms 
• Q-Q plots 
• Skewness statistic 
• Kurtosis statistic 
• Levene’s test for 
variance 
 
Post hoc test 
• Bonferroni 
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Limitations 
There are several limitations to this study:  
 
1. This study was conducted with a convenience sample and therefore is only generalizable to 
the population directly related to this study.  
2. This study utilized only a portion of the LOI-Self instrument. Bolman and Deal created two 
surveys and intended for the LOI-Other survey to be simultaneously administered to peers, 
subordinates and supervisors of each participant who fills out the LOI-Self.  Administering 
only the LOI-Self may introduce bias without also gathering perceptions of others.  
3. Additional variables not examined in the present study, such as education level, degree 
attainment, years in current position, marital status, parental status, and ethnicity could also 
have an effect on leadership orientation.  
4. It is assumed that respondents took the time to read the established definitions and criteria 
when filling out the instrument though there is evidence to suggest that this was not 
consistently the case based on the confusing results garnered from some of the demographic 
variables.  For example, in question 40 when participants were asked to check all degrees 
attained, hardly anyone had selected a high school degree suggesting that some participants 
misinterpreted the question as highest degree attained.   
This chapter included information about the sample and sampling method as well as the 
instrument and procedures used to collect data from academic library administrators.  Details 
about specific data analysis used for each research question was also provided.  Limitations of 
the study were also addressed. In the coming chapter, the results of the data analysis will be 
presented and organized by each research question in this study.  
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CHAPTER IV.  DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS 
This chapter presents the collected and analyzed data for this study which was an 
examination of frame preferences of middle and upper-level administrators in academic libraries 
using Bolman and Deal’s (1990) leadership orientation frames.  Data reported in this chapter 
describe group differences among frame preferences of library administrators and the following 
independent variables: administrator roles, total number of years of administrator experience, 
and self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  This chapter begins with a restatement 
of the purpose and research questions.  The remainder of this chapter is organized by research 
question. 
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to determine which frames academic library administrators 
use and to identify if any of the independent variables have an impact on frame scores.  Insights 
into the use of these frames could help the profession develop targeted continuing education 
opportunities to better prepare library administrators to effectively lead libraries through an ever 
shifting landscape.  This study sought to answer the following research questions: 
RQ1: What is the primary leadership orientation frame of academic library 
administrators? 
RQ2: How many leadership orientation frames do library administrators employ? 
RQ3. Are there statistically significant differences in leadership orientation by each of the 
following variables or by the interaction between them: administrator role, total years of 
experience as an administrator, and self-perception of effectiveness in current position?  
71 
 
RQ1: What is the Primary Leadership Orientation Frame of Academic Library 
Administrators? 
In order to determine a primary frame preference, the group mean for the eight questions 
in each frame sequence had to be above the cut point of 32.  Of the 327 valid responses, the 
primary frame for all academic library administrators in this sample was the human resources 
frame (M=33.00).  The group mean for the middle-level library administrators was slightly 
higher (M=33.42) than the group mean of upper-level library administrators (M=33.21) for the 
human resources frame.  Table 5 includes the group mean, minimum, maximum and standard 
deviation for each frame by administrator role.   
Table 5 
    
     Primary Leadership Orientation Frame of Academic Library Administrators 
(N=327) 
          
Library Administrator 
Role Structural 
Human 
resources Political Symbolic 
Upper 
    M 30.56 33.21 28.42 28.27 
SD 4.37 3.84 4.65 4.86 
N 138 138 138 138 
Middle  
    M 30.67 33.42 27.16 27.43 
SD 4.42 3.64 4.44 4.76 
N 189 189 189 189 
Total  
    M 31.00 33.00 27.00 28.00 
SD 4.39 3.72 4.56 4.81 
N 327 327 327 327 
Note.  Cut point for primary frame is 32. 
72 
 
RQ2: How Many Leadership Orientation Frames do Library Administrators Utilize as 
Primary Frames? 
In order to answer this question, a mean score of 32 or higher was again used as a cut 
score to identify those with a primary frame preference.  It was possible for individuals to score 
higher than 32 on multiple frames, thus indicating a paired or multiple frame leadership 
orientation.  As described in Table 6, slightly more middle level administrators (20.6%, n=39) 
than upper level administrators (18.8%, n=26) had no primary frame.  The majority of upper- and 
middle-level library administrators had a single or paired primary frame preference.  
Table 6 
    
     Number of Primary Leadership Frames Across Administrator 
Roles (N=327) 
          
Number of frames Upper Middle Combined   
No frame 
    % 18.8 20.6 19.9 
 N 26 39 65 
 One frame 
    % 37.0 32.3 34.3 
 N 51 61 112 
 Two frames 
    % 21.7 29.1 26.0 
 N 30 55 85 
 Three frames 
    % 10.1 7.9 8.9 
 N 14 15 29 
 Four frames 
    % 12.3 10.1 11.0 
 N 17 19 36   
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RQ3. Are There Statistically Significant Differences in Leadership Orientation by Each of 
the Following Variables or by the Interaction Between Them: Administrator Role, Total 
Years of Experience as an Administrator, and Self-Perception of Effectiveness? 
To answer this question, four 2 x 2 x 3 factorial ANOVAs were conducted—one for each 
frame (structural, human resources, political, and symbolic).  This inferential test was used in 
order to determine if the mean group score for each frame differed based on the administrator 
role (upper or middle), the total years of experience as an administrator (fewer than 15 years, 15 
years or more), and their self-perception of effectiveness (moderate, high, highest) in current 
position.  Before interpreting inferential test results for each ANOVA, data were screened in 
order to meet the following test assumptions: 1) normality, 2) homogeneity of variance, and 3) 
independence of observation.  Review of the skewness and kurtosis statistics for each frame 
indicated that the assumption of normality was met (structural, S=-.225 K=-.286; human 
resources, S= -.409 K=.275; political, S= -.104 K= -.388; symbolic, S= -.042 K=.064).  An 
examination of the histograms and Q-Q plots also resulted in relative normality.  To test for 
homogeneity of variance, the Levene’s Test for Equality of Error Variances was calculated for 
the mean totals of each of the frames.  Equal variance was assumed in this study for all four 
frames since the p value was greater than .05 in each case (structural, p=.820; human resources, 
p=.429; political, p=.851; symbolic, p=.879).  An examination of the spread versus level plots 
revealed a random display of points for each frame which also suggested homogeneity of 
variance.  Lastly, the assumption of independence had already been met for all frames due to the 
assignment of data to each cell based on the unique combinations of the levels of the independent 
variables.  Descriptive statistics for each ANOVA test are available in Appendix E. 
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Inferential Test Results for the Structural Frame.  As data indicate in Table 7, there 
were no statistically significant interaction effects between variables.  However, there was a 
statistically significant main effect for self-perception of effectiveness in current position, F (2, 
306) = 7.92 (p<.05).  The effect size for self-perception of effectiveness was small (r2=.049).  
This means that only 5% of the structural leadership orientation frame was attributed to self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  
Table 7 
      
       Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Effects of Independent Variables  
on Structural Frame Score 
             
Source df SS MS F P r2 
Years  1 23.50 23.50 1.28 0.26 0.00 
       Effectiveness 2 291.75 145.87 7.92 0.00* 0.05 
       Admin. Role 1 7.31 7.31 0.40 0.53 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness 2 0.65 0.33 0.02 0.98 0.00 
       Years x Admin. Role 1 9.20 9.20 0.50 0.48 0.00 
       Effectiveness x Admin. Role 2 0.24 0.12 0.01 0.99 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness x Admin. 
Role 2 18.76 9.38 0.51 0.60 0.00 
       Error 306 5633.07 18.41 
   
       Total 318 303279.10         
*p <.05 
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Given the statistically significant ANOVA result for self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position, a Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted on all possible pairwise contrasts 
between effectiveness levels.  For the main effect of self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position, Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that all levels of effectiveness had 
statistically significant mean differences.  An examination of the descriptive statistics for the 
levels of effectiveness combined with the results of the Bonferroni post hoc test as presented in 
Table 8 indicate that those with a moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position 
scored significantly lower on the structural frame than those with a high or highest self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  Likewise, those with a high self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position scored significantly lower than those with a higher self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  There was a mean difference of 1.46 between 
those with moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position and those with high self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  Similarly, the mean difference between those 
with high self-perception of effectiveness in current position when compared to those with 
highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position was 1.42.  However, a greater mean 
distance of 2.88 exists between those with moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position and those with the highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position. In other 
words, the more effective individuals feel in their position, the more likely they will be to have a 
higher score for the structural frame when compared to those who have a moderate self-
perception of effectiveness in their current position.  
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Table 8 
        
         Mean Scores on Structural Frame as a Function of Self-Perception of Effectiveness  
  
 
Levels of Effectiveness 
 
Moderate  
self-perception 
(n=64) 
 
High self-perception 
(n=154) 
 
Highest self- 
Perception 
(n=100) 
Frame measure M SD   M SD   M SD 
         Structural frame 28.95a 0.58   30.41ab 0.35   31.83ab 0.45 
Note.  Means in a row sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other. For all 
measures, higher means indicate higher frame scores. 
     Inferential Test Results for the Human Resources Frame.  As data indicate in Table 9, 
there were no statistically significant interaction effects between variables.  However, there was 
a statistically significant main effect for self-perception of effectiveness in current position, F (2, 
306) =9.26 (p<.05).  The effect size for self-perception of effectiveness in current position was 
small (r2=.06).  This means that only 6% of the human resources leadership orientation frame 
was be attributed to self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  
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Table 9 
       
Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Effects of Independent Variables  
on Human Resources Frame Score 
      
Source Df SS MS F P r2 
Years  1 3.01 3.01 0.23 0.63 0.00 
       Effectiveness 2 242.52 121.26 9.26 0.00* 0.06 
       Admin. Role 1 6.65 6.65 0.51 0.48 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness 2 24.96 12.48 0.95 0.39 0.01 
       Years x Admin. Role 1 0.84 0.84 0.06 0.80 0.00 
       Effectiveness x Admin. Role 2 7.73 3.87 0.30 0.75 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness x Admin. 
Role 2 2.02 1.01 0.08 0.93 0.00 
       Error 306 4009.01 13.10 
   
       Total 318 357242.77         
*p < .05 
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Given the statistically significant ANOVA result for self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position, a Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted on all possible pairwise contrasts 
between effectiveness levels.  For the main effect of self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position, Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed statistically significant mean differences 
between moderate and highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position and between 
high and highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position, but not between moderate 
and high self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  An examination of the descriptive 
statistics for the levels of effectiveness combined with the results of the Bonferroni post hoc test 
as presented in Table 10 indicate that those with the highest self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position score significantly higher on the human resources frame than those with a high 
or moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  In this case, the mean difference 
between those with a moderate self-perception of effectiveness and those with highest self-
perception of effectiveness current position is 2.29 whereas the mean difference between those 
with high self-perception of effectiveness in current position compared to those with the highest 
self-perception of effectiveness in current position is 1.79.  In other words, those with the highest 
self-perception of effectiveness in their current position will score significantly higher on the 
human resources frame than those with moderate or high self-perception of effectiveness in their 
current position.   
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Table 10 
        
         Mean Scores on Human Resources Frame as a Function of Self-Perception of Effectiveness 
 
 
Levels of Effectiveness 
 
Moderate self-
perception 
(n=64) 
 
High self-
perception 
(n=154) 
 
Highest self-
perception 
(n=100) 
Frame measure M SD   M SD   M SD 
         Human resources 
frame 32.27a 0.49   32.77b 0.30   34.56ab 34.56 
Note.  Means in a row sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other. For all 
measures,  
higher means indicate higher frame scores. 
      
Inferential Test Results for the Political Frame.  As data indicate in Table 11, there 
were no statistically significant interaction effects between variables.  However, there was a 
statistically significant main effect for self-perception of effectiveness in current position, F (2, 
306) =47.00 (p<.05).  The effect size for self-perception of effectiveness in current position was 
larger than for the previous two frames (r2=.24).  This means that 24 % of the political leadership 
orientation frame was attributed to self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  
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Table 11 
       
Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Effects of Independent Variables  
on Political Frame Score 
      
       Source Df SS MS F P r2 
Years  1 6.31 6.31 0.40 0.53 0.00 
       Effectiveness 2 1475.40 737.70 47.00 0.00* 0.24 
       Admin. Role 1 59.58 59.58 3.80 0.05 0.01 
       Years x Effectiveness 2 4.99 2.50 0.16 0.85 0.00 
       Years x Admin. Role 1 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.96 0.00 
       Effectiveness x Admin. Role 2 3.06 1.53 0.10 0.91 
 
       Years x Effectiveness x Admin. 
Role 2 12.45 6.22 0.40 0.67 0.00 
       Error 306 4803.44 15.70 
   
       Total 318 249068.20         
*p < .05 
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Given the statistically significant ANOVA result for self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position, a Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted on all possible pairwise contrasts 
between effectiveness levels.  For the main effect of self-perception of effectiveness, Bonferroni 
post hoc comparisons revealed that all levels of effectiveness had statistically significant mean 
differences.  An examination of the descriptive statistics for the levels of effectiveness combined 
with the results of the Bonferroni post hoc test as presented in Table 12 indicated that those with 
a moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position score significantly lower on the 
political frame than those with a high or the highest self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position.  Likewise, those with a high self-perception of effectiveness in current position scored 
significantly lower than those with the highest self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position.   There was a mean difference of 3.25 between those with a moderate self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position and those with a high self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position.  Similarly, the mean difference between those with a high self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position when compared to those with the highest self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position was 3.22.  However, a greater mean distance of 6.47 existed 
between those with a moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position and those with 
the highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  In other words, the more 
effective individuals feel in their current position, the more likely they will be to have a higher 
score for the political frame when compared to those who have a moderate self-rating of 
effectiveness in their current position.  
  
82 
 
Table 12 
          
Mean Scores on Political Frame as a Function of Self-Perception of Effectiveness   
  
 
Levels of Effectiveness 
 
Moderate self-
perception 
(n=64) 
 
High self-perception 
(n=154) 
 
Highest self-
perception 
(n=100) 
Frame measure M SD   M SD   M SD 
         Political frame 24.08a 0.54   27.33ab 0.32   30.55ab 0.42 
Note.  Means in a row sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other. For all 
measures, higher means indicate higher frame scores. 
 
     
Inferential Test Results for the Symbolic Frame.  As data indicate in Table 13, there 
were no statistically significant interaction effects between variables.  However, there was a 
statistically significant main effect for self-perception of effectiveness in current position, F (2, 
306) =42.64 (p<.05).  The effect size for self-perception of effectiveness in current position was 
similar to that of the political frame (r2=0.22).  This means that 22% of the symbolic leadership 
orientation frame was attributed to self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  
  
83 
 
Table 13 
       
Summary Table for Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Effects of Independent Variables  
on Symbolic Frame Score 
       
Source Df SS MS F p r2 
Years  1 6.07 6.07 0.34 0.56 0.00 
       Effectiveness 2 1531.90 765.95 42.64 0.00* 0.22 
       Admin. Role 1 7.93 7.93 0.44 0.51 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness 2 9.66 4.83 0.27 0.77 0.00 
       Years x Admin. Role 1 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.95 0.00 
       Effectiveness x Admin. Role 2 9.02 4.51 0.25 0.78 0.00 
       Years x Effectiveness x Admin. Role 2 7.01 3.50 0.20 0.82 0.00 
       Error 306 5496.25 17.96 
   
       Total 318 251800.79         
*p < .05 
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Given the statistically significant ANOVA result for self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position, a Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted on all possible pairwise contrasts 
between effectiveness levels.  For the main effect of self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position, Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that all levels of effectiveness had 
statistically significant mean differences.  An examination of the descriptive statistics for the 
levels of effectiveness combined with the results of the Bonferroni post hoc test as presented in 
Table 14 indicated that those with a moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position 
scored significantly lower on the symbolic frame than those with a high or highest self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  Likewise, those with a high self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position scored significantly lower than those with the highest self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  There was a mean difference of 2.84 between 
those with moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position and those with high self-
perception of effectiveness of current position.  Similarly, the mean difference between those 
with high self-perception of effectiveness in current position when compared to those with 
highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position was 3.62.  However, a greater mean 
distance of 6.46 existed between those with moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position and those with the highest self-perceptions of effectiveness in current position.  In other 
words, the more effective individuals feel in their current position, the more likely they will be to 
have a higher score for the symbolic frame when compared to those who have a moderate self-
perception of effectiveness in their current position.  
  
85 
 
Table 14 
        
         Mean Scores on Symbolic Frame as a Function of Self-Perception of Effectiveness   
  
 
Levels of Effectiveness 
 
Moderate Self-
Perception 
(n=64) 
 
High Self-Perception 
(n=154) 
 
Highest Self-
Perception 
(n=100) 
Frame measure M SD   M SD   M SD 
         Symbolic frame 24.32a 0.57   27.16ab 0.35   30.78ab 0.44 
Note.  Means in a row sharing subscripts are significantly different from each other. For all 
measures, higher means indicate higher frame scores. 
       
Summary 
 This chapter began with a restatement of the purpose and research questions for the 
current study.  Descriptive statistics were used to answer research questions one and two and 
inferential statistical tests were used to answer the third research question.  For the latter, four 
separate three-way ANOVAs were conducted.  Evidence that the data met the test assumptions 
for this particular statistical test was provided followed by the inferential test results including 
post hoc test results and means when necessary.  The next chapter includes a summary of 
findings, conclusions, implications and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER V.  CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The aim of this study was to understand if library administrators are prepared to lead 
academic libraries into the future.  This was accomplished through the use of the Bolman and 
Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework.  A survey was administered to academic 
library administrators in Michigan and Ohio to determine their leadership orientation frame 
preference and self-perceptions of effectiveness in their current positions.  The survey included a 
demographics section and portions of the Bolman and Deal LOI-Self (1990) instrument.  Four 
2x2x3 factorial ANOVAs were conducted to determine statistical significance between frame 
orientation and administrator role, total years of administrator experience, and self-perception of 
effectiveness in their current position.  There were three research questions this study sought to 
answer. 
RQ1: What is the primary leadership orientation frame of academic library 
administrators? 
RQ2: How many leadership orientation frames do library administrators employ? 
RQ3. Are there statistically significant differences in leadership orientation by each of the 
following variables or by the interaction between them: administrator role, total years of 
experience as a library administrator, and self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position? 
Summary of Findings 
Survey respondents in this study were primarily white (90%).  There were slightly more 
middle-level administrators (n=189) than upper-level administrators (n=138) and twice as many 
women (n=222) than men (n=105).  As a group, the average number of years in their current 
position (M=10.31) was slightly more than ten years and the average total years of administrative 
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experience (M=15.77) was slightly more than 15 years.  The average age for the entire sample 
(M=50.2) was slightly more than 50 years of age.  Twelve percent had attended the 
ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute.  Upper-level administrators (M=53.47) were approximately 
six years older than middle-level library administrators (M=47.45).  There was little difference 
between years in current position based on administrator role.  However, upper level 
administrators (M=18.18) had an average of 18 years of total years of administrative experience 
which was five years more than that of middle-level administrators (M=13.83). 
Mean frame scores for all academic library administrators were highest for the human 
resources frame (M=33) followed by the structural frame (M=31), the symbolic frame (M=28), 
and the political frame (M=27).  The same pattern was true of middle-level library 
administrators.  However, the pattern differed slightly for upper-level library administrators who 
preferred human resources (M=33.21), structural (M=30.67), political (M=27.43) and symbolic 
(M=27.16).  Research questions one and two were designed to explore which frames were 
primarily used by library administrators and the extent to which library administrators used 
single, paired or multiple frames when assessing and responding to situations.  For all academic 
library administrators, the human resources frame (M=33) was the only frame that exceeded the 
cut point of 32.  This means that academic library administrators as a group had a single frame 
preference.  
Inferential statistics for research question three revealed no statistical significance for any 
of the interaction effects.  However, self-perception of effectiveness in current position as a main 
effect was statistically significant across all frames.  Post hoc comparisons revealed that all 
levels of self-perception of effectiveness had statistically significant mean differences for every 
frame except the human resources frame which indicated statistically significant mean 
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differences between moderate and highest and high and highest, but not between moderate and 
high.  The effect sizes for the structural and human resources frames were low while the effect 
sizes for the political and symbolic frames were high.  This means that for the structural and 
human resources frame, the mean difference between levels ranged from less than a one-point 
difference to a three-point difference in score.  The mean difference between scores for the 
various effectiveness levels of the political and symbolic frames ranged from three points to six 
points. 
Discussion 
This section addresses how findings from the current study are similar and different from 
the findings in related studies.  The first section addresses comparisons between characteristics 
that describe the survey sample.  The next section compares frame preferences of library 
administrators with frame preferences of others in higher education followed by a discussion 
about the statistically significant finding between frame preference and self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position.  Additional observations related to what was not statistically 
significant are also provided. 
Demographics.  When describing the demographic characteristics, there are notable 
similarities and differences between this study and other studies in higher education that have 
utilized the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework. Maitra’s (2007) 
sample was slightly more diverse with 82% White participants compared to Cantu’s (1997) 
sample and that of the current study, both of which were 90% white.  According to the U.S. 
census data for 2013, 77.7% of the U.S. population was white which suggests that more racial 
diversity is needed in higher education and among administrative positions in academic libraries 
in particular.  According to the U.S. census data for 2013, there were 50.8% women and 49.2% 
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men.  Probst’s (2011) study of community college administrators most closely parallels the 
national norms with 52% women and 48% men followed by the current study which had 68% 
women and 32% men.  Studies at four-year institutions conducted by Cantu (1997) and Kimencu 
(2011) have far greater representation of men (75%) than women (25%), which suggests that the 
ratio of men to women in academic libraries and community colleges more closely parallels the 
national norms based on gender.  Lastly, Cantu (1997) reported an average age of 54 for deans in 
her study which was almost identical to the upper level administrator group in the current study 
which was 53.47.  However, the deans in Cantu’s (1997) study served an average of seven years 
in their current position whereas the upper library administrators in the current study served an 
average of ten years in their current position which suggests that academic library leaders may 
stay in their current positions slightly longer than administrators in other areas of higher 
education.     
Frame Preference.  The mean score for all participants in this study indicated that as a 
group, academic library administrators scored the highest on the human resources frame which 
was overwhelmingly the case among other studies in higher education (Bolman & Deal, 1991, 
1992a, 1992b; Kimencu, 2011; Little 2010; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  Preference for the 
human resources frame in higher education is not surprising given the high level of participatory 
behaviors between leaders and faculty that exist on most campuses.  This frame is concerned 
with involving employees through collaboration, participation, listening, and open 
communication (Bolman & Deal, 1984, 2003).  One has only to consider the complex committee 
and governance structures on most college campuses to be convinced of why the human 
resources perspective permeates throughout these studies focused on higher education.  These 
systems are designed to foster dialogue between faculty and administrators, a behavior that 
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defines the human resources frame.  While many decisions are collaboratively made between 
administrators and library faculty and staff in academic libraries as well, the added responsibility 
to serve and assist patrons in locating information makes the preference for the human resources 
frame even less of a surprise for academic library administrators.  Library administrators who 
turn a blind eye to the human resources frame run the risk of unhappy employees who will not be 
engaged enough to make suggestions to improve services or, worse yet, who have a negative 
impact on patron satisfaction at public service desks.  
Academic library administrators as a group had a single frame preference. Administrators 
as a group in other areas of higher education indicate different patterns.  For example, Little 
(2010), Probst (2011), and Sypawka (2008) found that community college administrators had a 
paired frame preference of human resources and structural.  As Bensimon (1989) suggested, this 
may be specific to dynamics in community college environments given that all three of these 
studies examined leadership orientation at community colleges.  Maitra’s (2007) study also 
differed from the findings in the current study.  None of the scores in her study of administrators 
in non-academic areas of higher education were high enough to indicate a primary frame of any 
kind.  These findings suggest that not all areas of higher education are alike and that there may 
be differences in leadership orientation between those in academic affairs and those in other 
areas of the academy.  
The reason why the human resources frame is the primary frame preference for library 
administrators as a group may be partially explained by the work of Hernon, Powell, and Young 
(2001, 2002, 2003).  They conducted Delphi studies in which they used job announcements to 
generate a list of leadership attributes.  A cursory look at these characteristics suggests that many 
of the desired traits (communication skills, collegiality, interpersonal skills, evaluation) are 
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descriptive of human resource behaviors.  If the human resources frame is primary among 
academic library leaders and they are the ones likely to generate job announcements, it is not 
surprising that leadership characteristics generated from this research methodology would 
inadvertently perpetuate human resources as a primary frame.  
Though the mean score for the structural frame came close to the cut point in the current 
study, it was not a primary frame preference among library administrators as a group.  This was a 
somewhat surprising finding given that much of the work in academic libraries has historically 
centered on complex organizational processes and structures (Fleming-May & Douglass, 2014). 
The structural frame relates to planning processes and setting policies and procedures (Bolman & 
Deal, 1992).  This finding suggests that perhaps academic library administrators have begun to 
make the shift away from approaching situations with the structural frame and moving towards 
approaching situations with the other three frames necessitated by the changes forecasted by the 
experts in the field (ACRL, 2015; Allen, 2015; Koproske, 2011; Mathews, 2015).  Had this study 
been conducted five or ten years ago, academic library administrators likely would have scored 
higher on the structural frame.  
An examination of the number of primary frames by individuals, rather than in aggregate, 
highlights similarities and differences between administrators in libraries and administrators in 
other areas of higher education.  In addition to the current study, Guidry (2007) and Kimencu 
(2011), who studied deans at four-year institutions, also examined the number of primary frames 
by individual.  Twenty percent of academic library administrators had no primary frame which 
exceeded the 15% of deans in Kimencu’s (2011) study.  Thirty-four percent of academic library 
administrators had a single frame preference compared to 21% of deans in Guidry’s (2007) study 
and 17% in Kimencu’s (2011) study.  Paired frames across all three of these studies were almost 
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equal to each other and fell into the middle 20% range.  Multiple frame preferences in Guidry 
(2007) and Kimencu’s (2011) studies were double that of the 20% for library administrators. 
Bolman and Deal (1991) assert that effective leaders use multiple frames.  Academic library 
administrators are more likely to have no frame or a single frame and less likely to preference 
multiple primary frames when compared to other administrators in higher education.  However, 
Yi’s (2013) study provides evidence that academic library administrators are very much capable 
of applying multiple frames based on the high percentage of administrators (90%) who used 
multiple frames when specifically asked to reflect on their behaviors related to the task of goal 
setting.    
Precedent for the use of a cut point to determine a primary frame is well established 
among studies that have utilized the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation 
framework (Guidry, 2011; Kimencu, 2011; Little, 2010; Maitra, 2007; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 
2008).  All of these researchers used a cut point of 4 (or 32), except Maitra (2007) who used a 
cut point of 3. It should be acknowledged that the cut point used in these studies is somewhat 
arbitrary and, if changed, could potentially reveal different findings.  Regardless of the cut point, 
an examination of the findings in the current study indicated that academic library administrators 
feel comfortable approaching situations with the human resources lens followed closely by the 
structural frame. They associate their behaviors less strongly with the political and symbolic 
frames, but this does not mean that they are not approaching situations with these lenses. The 
difference in mean scores between frames could be due to the fact that situations which 
necessitate the use of those lenses do not arise as frequently for them or it could also mean that 
they are not as comfortable approaching situations with the political or symbolic lenses.  
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Self-Perception of Effectiveness.  The most interesting and statistically significant 
findings in this study were between the independent variable of self-perception of effectiveness 
in current position and frame scores.  A summary of effect size, mean differences between the 
three levels of self-perception of effectiveness in current position, and the mean frame score is 
provided in Table 15.  
Table 15 
Effect Size of Self-Perception of Effectiveness on Leadership Frame Orientation 
Frame 
Orientation 
Effect 
Size 
Moderate 
Self- 
Perception 
M 
MD 
(moderate 
& high) 
High  Self-
Perception 
M 
MD 
(high 
and 
highest) 
Highest 
Self-
Perception 
M 
MD 
(moderate 
& highest) 
Structural 5% 28.95 1.46 30.41 1.42 31.83 2.88 
(M=31.00) (low) 
 Human 
Resources 6% 32.27 0.50 32.77 1.79 34.56 2.29 
(M=33.00) (low) 
Political 24% 24.08 3.25 27.33 3.22 30.55 6.47 
(M=27.00) (medium) 
Symbolic 22% 24.32 2.84 27.16 3.62 30.78 6.46 
(M=28.00) (medium) 
The mean differences in scores for the structural and human resource frames based on 
moderate, high, or highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position are minimal.  They 
also have a small effect size, which means that only 5% of the change in the structural frame and 
6% of the change in the human resources frame may be accounted for by self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position.  The mean differences in scores for the political and symbolic 
frames based on moderate, high or highest self-perception of effectiveness in current position are 
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much greater.  The effect size is larger for the political and symbolic frames, which means that 
24% of the change in the political frame score and 22% for the symbolic frame can be accounted 
for by self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  These findings indicate that self-
perception of effectiveness in current position is particularly important when it comes to the 
political and symbolic frames scores.  Those with moderate self-perception of effectiveness in 
current position score, on average, more than six points lower than those with the highest self-
perception of effectiveness in current position.  Self-perception of effectiveness in current 
position does not matter as much for frames that library administrators already strongly prefer.  
However, moderate self-perception for a frame that library administrators do not preference 
means an even lower score on that frame.  Conversely, the highest self-perception of 
effectiveness on a frame that is less often preferred than the others will inch an administrator 
closer to a primary frame score.  Implications of this finding will be discussed in the next 
section. 
A discussion about the use of self-ratings given the surprisingly significant findings in 
this study related to self-perception of effectiveness in current position in relation to frame 
preference is warranted.  Little (2010) conducted a study using the Bolman and Deal (1990) LOI-
Self and LOI-Other surveys and made no alterations to the instrument.  Ratings that determined 
frame preference and perception of effectiveness were compared between the leader self-ratings 
and those who rated the leader.  Little’s (2010) findings in relation to the portion of the study that 
determined effectiveness ratings was a concern due to inflated self-perceptions when compared 
with ratings of others.  Modifications made to the current study may have helped to offset the 
potential inflation of self-perception of effectiveness in current position.  Question 33 used in the 
instrument for the current study asked administrators to rate their effectiveness in their current 
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position.  Self-ratings may be more grounded in reality based on actual performance associated 
with a current position rather than a more generic and abstract comparison to other 
administrators in general as in Little’s (2010) study.  It should also be noted that less than one-
third (n=100) of the participants in the current study rated themselves at the highest level for self-
perception of effectiveness compared to 50% of the participants in Little’s (2010) study. 
Little’s (2010) study also focused on top administrators in the president’s cabinet in a 
community college system.  The administrators in her study were likely intentional about 
pursuing careers in administration and by extension more confident in their self-perceptions 
based on successfully securing such high positions.  The primary responsibility of leaders in top 
level positions in higher education is to lead whereas the leadership that takes place at lower 
levels of higher education are more closely related to a disciplinary function such as 
librarianship, for example.  Raines and Alberg (2003) pointed out that those who step into 
administrative roles, especially at the chair level, often have a challenging transition due to lack 
of professional development and lack of any intention ever to do so.  They assert that those who 
work in higher education are trained in a discipline and do not typically see themselves as 
administrators.  The same could be said for academic librarians whose disciplinary focus is 
library and information science.  This reluctance for some to lead coupled with minimal 
emphasis on professional development for library administrators (Rooney, 2010; Wittenbach, 
Bordeianu, & Wycisk, 1992) make inflation of self-perception scores for effectiveness in current 
positions less likely than was the case for Little’s (2010) study with top administrators.  
Self-perception of effectiveness in current position clearly has an effect on frame 
preference, especially for the symbolic and political frames.  Bandura’s work on self-efficacy is 
particularly relevant to these findings.  Bandura (1982) asserted that the degree to which 
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individuals are comfortable with their cognitive skills and abilities and with their emotional 
response to situations will affect their “judgments on how well one can execute courses of action 
required to deal with prospective situations” (p. 122).  Situations that necessitate the use of the 
political and symbolic frames likely evoke more of an emotional response from library 
administrators, especially if they perceive that they do not have the skills, ability, and practice in 
the use of these frames.  If library administrators doubt their abilities when faced with situations 
that warrant the use of these frames, it is possible they could simply revert to a frame they feel 
more comfortable with which could result in an ineffective response to the situation (Bolman & 
Deal, 2003). According to Bandura’s findings (1982), library administrators with a high self-
perception of their abilities would be more likely to persist and attempt to use a political or 
symbolic frame until they achieved an effective outcome to a situation.   
A connection between Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy and academic library leadership 
is one that has not been explored in the library literature.  The statistical significance with self-
perception of effectiveness in current position found in the current study is worth considering.  
The current study focused on self-perception of effectiveness in current position related to self-
perception of behaviors associated with particular frames.  However, Bandura’s studies (1977, 
1982) focused on self-perception of effectiveness in simulated scenarios where subjects had to 
perform specific and measureable tasks.  While the current study merely focused on self-
perception of behaviors associated with a self-defined definition of effectiveness, the Bandura 
studies measured effectiveness by actual performance outcomes.  Bandura (1982) asserted that 
“accurate appraisal of one’s own capabilities has considerable functional value. Self-efficacy 
judgments, whether accurate or faulty, influence choice of activities” (p. 123). 
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 Additional Observations.  While statistically significant findings are important, an 
examination of what was not statistically significant is of interest as well.  One of the 
independent variables used in this study was administrator role.  Probst (2011) included this 
independent variable in his study and found no statistical significance either.  When it came to 
frame preference, mean scores typically differed between administrator roles by less than two 
points.  To be expected, upper-level administrators scored slightly lower on the structural and 
human resources frames and slightly higher on political and symbolic frames.  More middle-
level administrators had no primary frame when compared with upper-level administrators.  
Interestingly, a higher percentage of upper level administrators had a single frame preference 
while a higher percentage of middle-level administrators had a paired frame preference.  This 
can be explained by the fact that a higher percentage of upper-level administrators had a multiple 
frame preference than middle-level administrators.  Given the lack of statistical significance, 
there does not seem to be much difference in frame orientation or in self-perception of 
effectiveness in current position based on administrator roles.  This may be due to the minimal 
emphasis on engagement with professional development, as suggested by Rooney (2010).  The 
size of the institution may be a contributing factor as well.  Due to limited staffing at some 
institutions, upper-level library administrators may be more involved with the day-to-day 
operations and management of the library. 
No statistical significance was identified between total years of experience as an 
administrator and frame preference.  Lack of significance based on years of experience was 
consistent with findings from Feidler’s (1987, 1996) military studies.  These findings are 
disappointing given that others who used the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) framework 
identified statistical significance between a greater number of years of experience in leadership 
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positions and the political frame in particular (Cantu, 1997; Kimencu, 2011).  Even if the current 
study were focused only on administrators at the highest level, it is unlikely that this variable 
would be statistically significant with either the political or symbolic frames given the low 
preference for these frames by upper administrators in this sample.   
Implications 
The aim of this study was to understand if library administrators were prepared to lead 
academic libraries into the future.  Findings in this study indicate that academic library 
administrators as a group have a single frame preference for the human resources frame.  Slightly 
more than half of the academic library administrators in this sample preferred no frame or only a 
single frame.  Less than 20% of this sample preferred three or more frames.  Research using this 
framework indicates that the structural frame is more indicative of behaviors associated with 
managers whereas the political and symbolic frames are more strongly associated with behaviors 
of effective leaders (Bolman & Deal, 1984, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 2003; Bolman & Granell, 
1999).  However, Bolman and Deal (2003) asserted that “the ability to use multiple frames is 
associated with greater effectiveness for managers and leaders” (p. 16).  Academic library 
administrators do not strongly identify with behaviors associated with the use of multiple frames 
or with any of the other frames besides the human resources frame, especially when compared to 
their counterparts in academic affairs at community colleges and four-year institutions (Cantu, 
1997; Kimencu, 2011; Little, 2010; Probst, 2011; Sypawka, 2008).  In order to respond to the 
rapid pace of change in the academic library arena as forecasted in the literature (ACRL, 2015; 
Attis & Koproske, 2013; Bell, 2015; Koproske, 2011; Mathews, 2014), academic library 
administrators would benefit from a greater preference for multiple frames.  Upper-level library 
administrators, in particular, will need the ability to use the political and symbolic frames to 
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facilitate the significant shift away from traditional library work to newly imagined roles for 
libraries as described by Bell (2015), Dempsey (2015), Fister (2015), and Mathews (2015).  Not 
only will library administrators need to change some of the reticent behaviors of library staff as 
described by VonDran (2005), they will also need to change the perceptions of faculty and 
administrators external to the library who may still think of libraries in traditional ways as 
described by Tripuraneni (2010).  The ability for library administrators to navigate situations that 
arise from scarce resources and rapid change can only be enhanced through practice with 
assessing situations through the lens of the four frames but especially through the political and 
symbolic frames. 
Findings also demonstrate that self-perception of effectiveness in current position have a 
greater impact on frame scores for the frames less often preferred as primary by academic library 
administrators.  Those with a moderate self-perception of effectiveness in current position will be 
less likely to utilize the political and symbolic frames, less likely to persist in the use of those 
frames, and less likely to respond boldly in stressful situations than their counter parts with the 
highest self-perception of effectiveness (Bandura, 1993). As academic library administrators 
stretch to gain greater levels of comfort with the use of the political and symbolic frames in 
various situations, they may also need to support one another in gaining a greater sense of self-
belief.  Professional development will need to go beyond frame use to include activities that are 
developed, led and modeled by library administrators with high self-belief and demonstrated 
administrator effectiveness.  Continual practice using multiple frames and reflection upon how 
the use of multiple frames impact effectiveness based on actual performance seem to go hand in 
hand based on the findings of this study.  To focus only on the use of multiple frames 
independent of whether or not it improves performance would be short sighted.  The degree to 
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which one has a high or low self-perception of effectiveness appears to be the ingredient that 
enables an administrator to either persist or abandon the pursuit to use less preferred frames. 
The use of the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework is 
gaining momentum in the academic library profession.  However, attendance at the 
ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute may not be as widespread given that less than 15% of 
administrators in this sample had attended.  This could be due to the high cost of attending the 
institute and to the fact that the institute is only offered in August, a notoriously busy time of 
year for academic library administrators.  The ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute provides a 
solid foundation for introducing library administrators to the framework.  However, based on the 
findings of this study, more professional opportunities that utilize this particular framework are 
needed to ensure that academic library administrators develop the behaviors and habits 
associated with the frames that will enable them to respond to situations confidently, effectively 
and appropriately.  The first step towards growing the skills and abilities of academic library 
administrators is for the profession as a whole to recognize the value of the framework and to use 
it to a greater degree than it is already being used. 
A more robust professional development program for academic library administrators 
that utilizes the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation framework could be 
developed.  The existing ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute could serve as the foundation. 
However, it could be expanded and offered regionally and at different times of the year.  If more 
librarians were trained and skilled in delivering this curriculum, the reach would be much wider. 
Based on the findings of the current study, the curriculum should be expanded beyond the 
practice of frame development to include performance measures and the development of self-
belief in academic library administrators.  A system of regional or state communities of practice 
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could be developed that would provide sustained and continued opportunities to revisit the 
curriculum beyond attendance at the initial institute.  As part of the application process, 
administrators could be asked to submit artifacts such as strategic plans or annual reports, for 
example. These could then be “graded” based on established effectiveness criteria. Applicants 
could also be surveyed in advance in order to determine their level of self-belief.  Based on a 
combination of these assessments, academic library administrators with high levels of self-belief 
and demonstrated effectiveness could be paired with academic library administrators with lower 
self-belief in order to improve the likelihood that more academic library administrators would 
use multiple frames.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
The number of independent variables used in this study was limited in order to keep the 
study manageable.  Additional variables would have also necessitated a much larger sample and 
perhaps a different research method.  In order to conduct a study that allows for statistical testing 
of many variables at once, a logistical regression would be another promising statistical test if 
interested in variables that are predictors of frame scores.  As for which additional independent 
variables to consider, Martin (2015a, 2015b) recently found that the older and more experienced 
library administrators were in his sample, the less likely they were to use the transformational 
leadership style.  Martin’s findings suggest that the use of age as an independent variable may 
have a statistically significant impact on frame preference using the Bolman and Deal (1984, 
2003) leadership orientation framework.  Probst’s (2011) use of participation in professional 
development as an independent variable could result in statistically significant findings as well.   
Gender would be another important independent variable to consider especially given the higher 
number of women in the academic library profession.  Number and type of degrees earned may 
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also elicit interesting findings due to the inconsistent trend for librarians to pursue additional 
degrees beyond the terminal degree in the profession of a Masters in Library Science.  Would a 
second masters, often called for in position announcements, or a doctorate make a difference in 
frame preference or effectiveness perceptions? 
Expanding the population beyond two states in the mid-west could reinforce the finding 
from this study or illuminate a different finding.  This could be done by replicating this same 
study in other pairings of states in different regions of the country or nationally through the 
utilization of multiple listserves.  Seeking support from the Association of College and Research 
Libraries and the Association of Research Libraries would be essential.  Several of the Bolman 
and Deal studies (1991, 1992a, 1992b) compared participants from other countries.  There could 
be value in comparing the leadership orientation and self-perception of effectiveness of academic 
library administrators between the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Australia. 
The results of this study indicate that self-perception of effectiveness is important.  
Further research in the academic library profession needs to be conducted around this topic.   
Hernon, Powell, and Young (2001, 2002, 2003) have conducted invaluable research with their 
Delphi studies to develop a list of characteristics that librarians think are important for effective 
leaders to possess.  Mapping these characteristics to the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) 
leadership orientation framework through the use of the Bolman and Deal (1991, 1992a, 1992b) 
coding instrument used in their qualitative studies would be one way to marry these two lines of 
research.  This tailored coding instrument could also be used to score the hundreds of critical 
incident case studies generated by the librarians who have participated in the ACRL/Harvard 
Leadership Institute over the past several years to see if frame preferences are similar to those 
found in the current study.   
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If the professional development opportunities related to the Bolman and Deal (1984, 
2003) leadership orientation framework were to expand as proposed in the previous section, it 
would be critical to establish learning outcomes for such a program and to assess progress 
towards achieving those learning outcomes.  A pre-test could be administered at the initial 
ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute followed by several post-tests at increments of one-, two- 
and three-years after sustained practice through subsequent gatherings at state or regional levels.   
Research such as this would be critical to determine if academic library administrators are 
utilizing more than one primary frame and thus better prepared to lead academic libraries into the 
future.  
Lastly, a study using the LOI-Self and LOI-Other would be useful.  One way to approach 
this would be to examine participants who attended the ACRL/Harvard Leadership Institute 
compared with those who have not.  Further group comparisons could be made between 
participants who attended the Institute one year ago, two years ago and so on. Barring the 
possibility of being able to do a 360 degree study, a similar approach to Martin’s (2015a) could 
be used where the LOI-Other instrument could be distributed through the professional listserves 
in order to gain insight from others about their perception of their immediate supervisor’s frame 
preference and effectiveness.  
Conclusion 
The aim of this study was to determine if academic library administrators are prepared to 
lead academic libraries into the future given the rapid pace of change, shortage of librarians, and 
lack of clear guidance as to what it means to be an effective library administrator.  This was 
accomplished through the use of the Bolman and Deal (1984, 2003) leadership orientation 
framework.  Findings indicate that academic library administrators would benefit from adopting 
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this framework more systematically and working together to develop behaviors associated with 
the use of multiple frames rather than their current preference for the human resource frame.  A 
greater use of the political and symbolic frames is particularly critical during these times of 
unprecedented change.  The impact that self-perception of effectiveness in current position had 
on frame score was another important finding of this study, one that should be further pursued 
especially as it relates to measures of effective performance. 
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APPENDIX A: CALL FOR PARTICIPATION 
Subject line: Bolman and Deal leadership research for dissertation 
Dear Academic Library Leader/Manager/Administrator- 
My name is Colleen Boff and I am a doctoral candidate in the Leadership Studies program at 
Bowling Green State University. I need your help! I am conducting a study about academic 
library leadership as part of my research for my dissertation. You have been identified from 
your Library website as someone who holds some type of library leader, manager or 
administrator role in your library. This includes position titles such as Dean/Director, Associate 
Dean/Director, Assistant Dean/Director, Chair, Head, Manager, Supervisor, Coordinator, etc. In 
order to participate in this survey, supervision of at least one student employee or permanent 
staff member is required.  
Studies that examine the leadership style and effectiveness of academic library administrators 
using a particular theoretical framework are rare in the library literature. The current study uses 
the Bolman & Deal leadership orientation framework and aims to gather self-perceptions of 
leadership frame preferences and effectiveness. I feel strongly about my study and its potential 
to provide valuable information to our profession. My hope is that the results of my study will 
inform library administrators and library science programs of leadership development needs in 
order to better prepare academic library administrators to respond to the challenges that libraries 
face now and in the future. 
The instrument includes 43 questions. It should take no longer than 10-15 minutes of your time.  
Here is a link to the survey: [insert link] 
Sincerely, 
Colleen Boff 
Doctoral Candidate 
Leadership Studies 
Bowling Green State University 
Please note: If you no longer wish to receive emails from me, please send a message to me at 
cboff@bgsu.edu and I will remove you immediately from my mailing list.  
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APPENDIX B:  SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Leadership Orientations Survey 
LEADERSHIP ORIENTATION (SELF)  1990, Lee G. Bolman and Terrence E. Deal. Used with 
permission. 
This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership style and effectiveness as part of my 
research to complete my dissertation. This research has been approved by the Bowling Green 
State University Institution Review Board (IRB). The instrument includes 43 questions. It should 
take no longer than 10-15 minutes of your time. Completion of this survey constitutes consent to 
participate. Participating in this project is voluntary. Risk of participation is no greater than that 
experienced in daily life. You may withdraw from this study at any time. Deciding to participate 
or not will not impact any relationship you may have with BGSU. Responses are anonymous. 
You will not be asked for personal identifiers nor can your identity be matched to your responses 
in any way. Data will be analyzed in aggregate. Please note: 1) some employers may use tracking 
software so you may want to complete your survey on a personal computer, 2) do not leave 
survey open if using a public computer or a computer others may have access to, 3) clear your 
browser cache and page history after completing the survey.   For any questions about this study, 
feel free to contact me by email at cboff@bgsu.edu or by phone at 419-372-7899. You may also 
contact the chair of my dissertation committee, Dr. Patrick Pauken by email at 
paukenp@bgsu.edu or by phone at 419-372-2550. Questions about participant rights may be 
referred to the HSRB office at BGSU (419-372-7716 and hsrb@bgsu.edu) 
Do you supervise any employees (student employees or permanent staff)? 
Yes  
No (If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey) 
Part I. BEHAVIORS 
You are asked to indicate how often each of the items below is true of you. Please use the five 
point Likert scale provided. So you would answer "1" for an item that is never true of you, "2" 
for one that is occasionally true, "3" for one that is sometimes true of you, and so on. 
Be discriminating! Your results will be more helpful if you think about each item and distinguish 
the things that you really do all the time from the things that you do seldom or never. 
1 2   3 4          5 
Never    Sometimes     Always 
Occasionally    Often 
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1. Think very clearly and logically.
2. Show high levels of support and concern for others.
3. Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get things done.
4. Inspire others to do their best.
5. Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines.
6. Build trust through open and collaborative relationships.
7. Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator.
8. Am highly charismatic.
9. Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking.
10. Show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs and feelings.
11. Am unusually persuasive and influential.
12. Am able to be an inspiration to others.
13. Develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures.
14. Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions.
15. Anticipate and deal adroitly with organizational conflict.
16. Am highly imaginative and creative.
17. Approach problems with facts and logic.
18. Am consistently helpful and responsive to others.
19. Am very effective in getting support from people with influence and power.
20. Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission.
21. Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for results.
22. Listen well and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and input.
23. Am politically very sensitive and skillful.
24. See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.
25. Have extraordinary attention to detail.
26. Give personal recognition for work well done.
27. Develop alliances to build a strong base of support.
28. Generate loyalty and enthusiasm.
29. Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command.
30. Am a highly participative manager.
31. Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition.
32. Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values.
Part II. Overall Rating 
Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience and 
responsibility, how would you rate yourself on:  
33: Overall effectiveness in your current position 
1-Bottom 20% 2- 3-Middle 20% 4- 5-Top 20%
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Part III. Demographics 
34. What title most closely matches yours?
Dean/Director of Library (including interim, acting or co-)  
Associate Dean/Associate Director (including interim, acting or co-) 
Assistant Dean/Assistant Director (including interim, acting or co-)  
Chair of a Department/Unit (including interim, acting or co-)  
Director of a Department/Unit (including interim, acting or co-)  
Head (including interim, acting or co-) 
Coordinator (including interim, acting or co-) 
Manager (including interim, acting or co-)  
Supervisor (including interim, acting or co-)  
Team Leader (including interim, acting or co-)  
Other  
35. What is your gender?
Man 
Woman 
Not listed 
36. What is your race or ethnicity?
American Indian or Alaska Native  
Asian  
Black  
Hispanic, Latino or Spanish ethnicity  
Multi-racial  
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
Some other race or ethnicity  
White  
37. What is your age?
38. How many years have you been in your current position?
39. How many total years have you held some type of library administrator position?
40. Please indicate which degrees you have completed (check all that apply).
High school diploma or equivalency 
Associates degree  
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Bachelors degree 
M.L.S. or equivalent
J.D.
Other Masters
Ph.D./Ed.D.
41. Have you attended the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)/Harvard
Leadership Institute for Academic Librarians?
Yes 
No 
42. At what type of institution do you work?
2 year 
3 year 
4 year 
Other 
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APPENDIX C:  RELIABILITY TESTS FOR BOLMAN AND DEAL’S LEADERSHIP 
ORIENTATION SCALES  
Structural Frame (Section I) 
Data below are based on 1309 complete cases for 8 data items. 
TEST SCORE STATISTICS 
Total Total/8 Odd Even 
Mean 32.493 4.062 16.412 16.081 
Standard Deviation 5.703 0.713 2.917 2.974 
Standard Error 0.158 0.020 0.081 0.082 
Maximum 40.000 5.000 20.000 20.000 
Minimum 8.000 1.000 4.000 4.000 
Number of Cases 1309 1309 1309 1309 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY DATA 
Split Half Correlation: .875 
Spearman Brown Coefficient .933 
Guttman (Rulon) Coefficient .933 
Coefficient Alpha (All Items) .920 
Coefficient Alpha (Odd Items) .856 
Coefficient Alpha (Even Items) .834 
ITEM RELIABILITY STATISTICS (Item excluding standard total reliability this item.) 
Item Label Mean Deviation Item/total R Index R excl. item Alpha 
1 1 THI 4.204 0.761 .733 .589 .710 .911 
2 9 LOG 4.120 0.867 .829 .719 .771 .906 
3 17 FA 4.159 0.843 .852 .718 .802 .904 
4 25 AT 3.872 0.964 .781 .753 .700 .912 
5 5 CAR 4.061 0.924 .823 .761 .759 .907 
6 13 CL 4.008 0.903 .845 .763 .789 .904 
7 21 SP 3.988 0.949 .795 .755 .720 .910 
8 29 CL 4.081 0.902 .716 .646 .625 .918 
Human Resource Frame (Section I) 
Data below are based on 1331 complete cases for 8 data items. 
TEST SCORE STATISTICS 
Total Total/8 Odd Even 
Mean 32.458 4.057 16.334 16.124 
Standard Deviation 6.303 0.788 3.267 3.256 
Standard Error 0.173 0.022 0.090 0.089 
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Maximum 40.000 5.000 20.000 20.000 
Minimum 8.000 1.000 4.000 4.000 
Number of Cases 1331 1331 1331 1331 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY DATA 
Split Half Correlation .867 
Spearman Brown Cofficient .929 
Guttman (Rulon) Coefficient .929 
Coefficient Alpha (All Items) .931 
Coefficient Alpha (Odd Items) .902 
Coefficient Alpha (Even Items) .843 
ITEM RELIABILITY STATISTICS (Item excluding standard total reliability this item.) 
Item Label Mean Deviation Item/total R Index R excl. item Alpha 
1 2 HIG 4.226 0.866 .853 .738 .807 .919 
2 10 HI 4.064 1.005 .864 .867 .813 .918 
3 18 HE 4.116 0.908 .870 .791 .827 .918 
4 26 GI 4.077 1.011 .758 .767 .676 .929 
5 6 BUI 3.925 1.002 .844 .846 .788 .920 
6 14 HI 3.936 0.959 .780 .748 .708 .929 
7 22 LI 4.067 0.935 .838 .783 .784 .921 
8 30 HI 4.046 0.974 .783 .763 .710 .926 
Political Frame (Section I) 
Data below are based on 1268 complete cases for 8 data items. 
TEST SCORE STATISTICS 
Total Total/8 Odd Even 
Mean 31.391 3.924 15.875 15.517 
Standard Deviation 5.739 0.717 2.961 3.027 
Standard Error 0.161 0.020 0.083 0.085 
Maximum 40.000 5.000 20.000 20.000 
Minimum 8.000 1.000 4.000 4.000 
Number of Cases 1268 1268 1268 1268 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY DATA 
Split Half Correlation .837 
Spearman Brown Coefficient .911 
Guttman (Rulon) Coefficient .911 
Coefficient Alpha (All Items) .913 
Coefficient Alpha (Odd Items) .839 
Coefficient Alpha (Even Items) .842 
ITEM RELIABILITY STATISTICS (Item excluding standard total reliability this item.) 
Item Label Mean Deviation Item/total R Index R excl. item Alpha 
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1 3 MOB 4.039 0.889 .794 .705 .725 .901 
2 11 PE 3.812 0.922 .793 .732 .721 .901 
3 19 GE 4.006 0.883 .798 .705 .730 .900 
4 27 DE 3.956 0.927 .786 .729 .711 .902 
5 7 SKI 3.909 0.915 .779 .712 .702 .903 
6 15 AD 3.731 0.964 .789 .761 .711 ,902 
7 23 PO 3.922 0.920 .775 .713 .697 .903 
8 32 SU 4.018 0.859 .795 .683 .728 .901 
Symbolic frame (Section I) 
Data below are based on 1315 complete cases for 8 data items. 
TEST SCORE STATISTICS 
Total Total/8 Odd Even 
Mean 31.382 3.923 15.923 15.459 
Standard Deviation 6.325 0.791 3.137 3.384 
Standard Error 0.174 0.022 0.087 0.093 
Maximum 40.000 5.000 20.000 20.000 
Minimum 8.000 1.000 4.000 4.000 
Number of Cases 1315 1315 1315 1315 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY DATA 
Split Half Correlation .882 
Spearman Brown Coefficient .937 
Guttman (Rulon) Coefficient .936 
Coefficient Alpha (All Items) .931 
Coefficient Alpha (Odd Items) .846 
Coefficient Alpha (Even Items) .887 
ITEM RELIABILITY STATISTICS (Item excluding standard total reliability this item.) 
Item Label Mean Deviation Item/total R Index R excl. item Alpha 
1 14 INS 4.064 0.906 .830 .751 .776 .920 
2 12 IN 3.805 0.995 .872 .868 .825 .916 
3 20 VI 4.084 0.931 .805 .750 .743 .923 
4 28 GE 3.935 1.000 .846 .846 .790 .919 
5 8 CHA 3.806 1.027 .760 .780 .677 /928 
6 16 HI 3.769 0.937 .798 .749 .734 .923 
7 24 SE 3.968 0.925 .815 .754 .755 .922 
8 32 MO 3.951 0.983 .842 .827 .786 .919 
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APPENDIX D: PERMISSION TO USE INSTRUMENT 
September 26, 2013 
Dr. Bolman 
My name is Colleen Boff and I am a doctoral student in the Leadership and Policy Studies 
program and the Associate Dean of University Libraries at Bowling Green State University in 
Ohio. I am contacting you to ask for your permission to use the LOI-Self and LOI-Other 
instruments that you and Dr. Deal created.  
I first became aware of your work when I attended the ACRL/Harvard Leadership Academy for 
Academic Librarians back in 2008. The basis for that professional development experience was 
the book that you and Dr. Deal wrote, Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and 
Leadership. As I approach my dissertation, I would like to utilize your four-frame model as the 
basis of my research in order to gain a better understanding of organizational leadership among 
academic librarians. If all goes well, this will be a valuable contribution to the profession, 
especially in light of the fact that hundreds of academic librarians have attended the 
ACRL/Harvard Leadership Academy over the years and should have a context for and a strong 
interest in this study.  
Colleen Boff 
Associate Dean 
University Libraries 
Bowling Green State University 
Bowling Green, Ohio 43403 
419.372.7899 
cboff@bgsu.edu 
From: 
Bolman, Lee G. <BolmanL@umkc.edu> 
Sent:Fri 9/27/2013 12:24 AM 
 Dear Colleen, 
I’m happy to offer permission to use the instrument if you agree to our usual condition: that you 
will provide us a copy of your thesis, or of any report or publication that uses data from the 
instrument. 
Best wishes with your research. 
Lee 
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Lee G. Bolman, Ph.D. 
Professor and Marion Bloch/Missouri Chair in Leadership 
Bloch School of Business and Public Administration 
University of Missouri-Kansas City 
5100 Rockhill Road 
Kansas City, MO 64110 
Tel: 816-235-5407. 
Website: www.leebolman.com 
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APPENDIX E:  DESCRIPTIVES FOR ANOVA TESTS 
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